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Major Professor: Scott Seider, Ed.D., Associate Professor of Education 
ABSTRACT 
 Research has shown that adolescent students’ sense of connection to 
adults and peers and sense of belonging to school are important for academic 
achievement, social-emotional growth and well-being, and overall success at 
school.  One key mechanism schools have implemented to foster such 
relationship building is advisory.  Much of the advisory research has focused on 
advisory programming and best practices.  While some scholarship has found 
advisory programs to improve students’ sense of connectedness to their advisor 
and peers and to increase students sense of belongingness to their school, the 
advisory literature also indicates that a number of schools and educators have 
experienced challenges to making advisory work for them and their students. 
 The purpose of this mixed-methods study is to explore how and to what 
extent enhanced advisory fosters ninth grade students’ development, as 
characterized by the Five Cs of positive youth development.  The sample was 
comprised of 55 ninth grade students participating in enhanced advisory (EA), 
seven EA advisors, and a previous cohort of 96 ninth grade students who 
  vii 
participated in traditional advisory (TA).  Pre-post surveys were used to measure 
the development of students in EA over the course of one academic year and 
end-of-year surveys were used to compare the positive development of students 
in EA to that of a previous cohort of ninth grade students in TA.  Interviews with 
EA students and advisors were used to investigate and illuminate the 
quantitative data on students’ sense of connectedness to each other, their 
advisory groups, and their advisors.   
 Major findings revealed that enhanced advisory (EA) students’ end-of-
year mean scores on 12 of 16 positive development measures surpassed those of 
students in traditional advisory (TA), indicating that enhanced advisory played a 
role in fostering students’ positive development.  Qualitative data revealed that 
almost all interviewed students built a positive relationship with their advisors 
and benefitted academically, socially, and psychologically from that relationship.  
Many—but not all— students also described the role of advisory in 
strengthening their connections to peers and sense of belonging to their advisory 
group.     
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 Collegiate High School (CHS)1 can be described as a “high-performing, 
pressure-cooker high school” (Conner, Miles, & Pope, 2013, p. 22).  An elite 
independent high school, CHS has a reputation for its rigorous academic 
program and wide-ranging extra-curricular opportunities, as well as high-
achieving students and diligent school staff and faculty.  There are 
approximately 400 students total (100 in each of the four grades) and 54 faculty 
members. 
 For over 20 years, all CHS students participated in traditional advisory 
(TA).  Advisory can be defined as school-based, non-academic programming that 
seeks to personalize the school experience for middle and high school students 
by facilitating relationship building and a sense of connectedness (Ziegler, 1993).  
TA groups at CHS, which were comprised of approximately 10–13 students from 
the same grade and one or two advisors, met weekly on Fridays for a 40-minute 
period.  Students and advisors engaged in a number of activities in TA: eating 
snack, hanging out and relaxing, engaging in informal whole group and small 
group conversations, playing games, watching videos, doing homework, and 
making announcements.   
 While there were not explicitly identified goals for traditional advisory 
(TA), it was expected that TA advisors would be available to their students in 
need of support during group advisory time and outside of advisory, and to 
                                                
1 Collegiate High School (CHS) is a pseudonym. The name of the school and names of 
participants have been changed to protect their anonymity. 
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serve as intermediaries between their advisees’ parents and teachers.  When I 
interviewed ninth grade students in TA, while some spoke briefly about liking 
their advisors, most of the TA students expressed loving advisory because of 
snack.  There seemed to be a disconnect between the implicit purpose of advisory 
and the impact it had on students.  This disconnect is further punctuated by the 
fact that TA advisors did not receive any training on how to accomplish the tasks 
expected of advisors.  
 Interviews with traditional advisory (TA) advisors indicated their desire 
for more instruction on how to support their advisees.  In one interview with a 
ninth grade TA advisor, Sophia described an experience she recently had with an 
advisee who came to her after receiving a C on a chemistry test.  She said he 
expressed he was trying hard; he was getting tutored; he thought he knew the 
material.  Then she explained her reaction to his sadness:  
And he was on the verge of tears, which I think makes every advisor 
super uncomfortable.  I told someone once that I want my students to feel 
like they can come to me and tell me anything and cry, but I don’t actually 
want them to do that. (Laughs.) And so I was kind of, “Okay, he’s really 
emotional.  How can I…”  And I’m very much sort of a male thought 
pattern of, “I want to fix it!  What can I tell him so we can fix this and get 
away from the crying?”   
Sophia said she went straight into problem-solving mode.  She recalled asking 
her student questions about how he studied for the exam and the test-taking 
experience itself, so she could be knowledgeable about his approach to the work 
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when speaking with his chemistry teacher.  They also spoke about other teachers 
he could turn to for help, because he was uncomfortable speaking to the 
chemistry teacher himself.  She continued by reflecting on the utility of going 
straight to helping her advisee solve the chemistry test problem: 
Yesterday I really did feel like, is there more I could be doing for this 
student?  When they’re feeling emotional.  Because it’s hard for me to just 
sit with their emotion. And they’ve come to me for a solution.  And I 
would love to understand better what I should be saying to a kid who is 
in that emotional moment.  And what should the goal be before the 
student leaves my office?  And should I start the solution process right 
away?  Should I wait a little bit and focus more on the emotional 
experience?   
The questions Sophia asked reflect her desire to be a more effective advisor.  
When her student started crying she said she froze, thinking “AH!  He’s crying!”  
In her case, this meant she continued talking to fill space, keeping him from 
expressing his emotions.  Additionally, she noted she was unsure of her role in 
that moment:   
So I think, for me, it’s a real insecurity about what can I offer this kid right 
now.  And what does this kid actually need from me…. But, so it really is 
a combination of what can I offer right now to help this student, maybe 
not feel like he has to hold it together.  Which I’ve never done that.  I’ve 
never sort of just encouraged, “Go ahead. Do what you need to do.…”  I 
guess because I assume what they want to do is collect themselves as 
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quickly as possible, but that’s really my assumption based on what I 
would want.  Not necessarily on what they need.  Or what they want at 
that moment.  Because really when this boy came to me yesterday, he 
really needed emotional support, you know?  The solution, that was kinda 
later.  And I don’t think I gave him emotional support. 
In this reflection Sophia expressed a number of issues advisors confront on a 
regular basis.  One particular issue was how to respond to a crying student.  She 
thought she should have offered emotional support, except she was unsure 
about how to give him the support she thought he needed and she was 
uncomfortable with him expressing his sadness in front of her.  Sophia was one 
among many advisors at CHS who would have benefitted from support and 
instruction on how to develop their skills as advisors.  From the administrators’ 
perspectives, this narrative encapsulated CHS’s need to have an enhanced 
advisory (EA) in which advisors were provided with training on how to be 
advisors.  
 In addition to recognizing the need to support advisors, Collegiate High 
School (CHS) also became increasingly aware that students needed additional 
support.  Approximately four years before the start of this dissertation study, 
administrators decided they wanted to better understand the student experience 
at CHS, specifically the sources of students’ stress.  To explore the origins of 
students’ stress, eighty percent of CHS students participated in a study 
conducted by Stanford’s Challenge Success (then called Stressed out Students).  
They discovered that approximately 60% of student stress could be attributed to 
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academics, approximately 35% to extra curricular activities, and approximately 
5% to social issues.  When students experienced stress about academics they 
were generally concerned about tests, and they were more stressed about the 
work it took to prepare for the tests than the outcomes of the tests themselves.  
From three specific survey items, researchers uncovered what the school ended 
up calling “the problem with the 24%.”  When asked about their comfort with 
the social atmosphere at school, 76% of participating students indicated feeling 
comfortable, while 24% indicated not feeling comfortable.  The survey also 
measured students’ academic engagement, identifying 71% of students feeling 
fully engaged while 24% were just “doing school” (Pope, 2001).  Finally, the 
survey asked students if they needed help, was there was at least one adult they 
could go to for support, and while 74% said yes 24% said no.  Different groups of 
students comprised the 24% from each survey item, indicating it was not 24% of 
the student body who was simultaneously disaffected and disconnected.  
However, this did suggest that more than one quarter of the student body 
experienced either a lack of comfort, a lack of engagement, or a lack of 
connection to at least one adult to whom they could turn for support, if necessary.  
Therefore, while advisory was intended to help students feel more comfortable 
and engaged and provide students with an adult to whom they could turn, the 
school had empirical evidence it was not succeeding for over 100 of their 400 
students.  Just as CHS administrators were aware advisors required additional 
training, they were also aware students needed additional support.  Ultimately, 
ninth grade enhanced advisory (EA) was developed with students and advisors 
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in mind.  
 Collegiate High School (CHS) administrators’ decision to revamp ninth 
grade advisory is supported by scholarship on adolescents’ sense of belonging to 
school, school-based relationships, and transition to high school.  Adolescent 
students’ connections to adults and peers at school and sense of belonging to 
school are important for positive outcomes, positive development, and to serve 
as protective factors against high-risk behaviors (McNeely & Falci, 2004; 
Osterman, 2000; Resnick et al., 1997).  Researchers have indicated a positive 
relationship between connectedness to school and such school-related positive 
outcomes as academic achievement (Bond et al. 2007; Felner & Shim, 1994a), 
academic engagement (Gillen-O’Neel & Fuligni, 2013), and overall success at 
school (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Van Ryzin, 2010).  A 
sense of bondedness to school has also been shown to be associated with social-
emotional growth and well-being (Espe, 1993) and social competence (Catalano, 
Haggerty, Oesterle, Fleming, & Hawkins, 2004).  
Teachers play an important role in helping to foster a school environment 
in which it is possible for students to develop that sense of connectedness, and 
therefore experience a positive transition to high school (Barber & Olsen, 2004).  
Specifically, scholars have indicated the importance of developing and 
maintaining supportive relationships with students themselves (Hamre & Pianta, 
2006; Jennings & Greenberg, 2009), as well as creating classroom climates that are 
conducive to learning (McNeely, Nonnemaker, & Blum, 2002) and promote 
positive developmental outcomes (Downer, Sabol, & Hamre, 2010; Reyes, 
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Brackett, Rivers, White, & Salovey, 2012). 
A body of scholarship has found advisory programs to improve students’ 
connectedness to their advisor and advisory group peers and to increase 
students’ sense of belongingness to their school (Borgeson, 2009; Poole, 2003; 
Shulkind, 2007; Walloff, 2011).  However, Collegiate High School’s (CHS’s) 
administrators knew traditional advisory (TA) was not maximizing the potential 
for students to make these connections.  TA needed to be transformed in order to 
improve students’ sense of connection to their peers, their advisors, and the 
school.  
Statement of the Problem 
 One key mechanism schools are using to support the development of 
student-teacher and peer relationships and a sense of belonging to school is 
advisory.  Advisory, as defined above, is organized groups comprised of 
students and a teacher, or other school staff member, who meet with some 
degree of regularity in order to provide a system of individualized or 
personalized support for students (Ziegler, 1993).  As will be reviewed in 
Chapter 2, advisories can have any number of purposes, practices, and designs. 
 Advisory was originally conceived as a program for middle schools and, 
as such, many of the studies on advisories over the past 30 years have been 
conducted at the middle school level (for examples, see Caswell, 2003; Foote, 
2007; Mac Iver & Epstein, 1991; O’Dowd, 2012; Shulkind, 2007).  Advisory 
research conducted at the high school level has focused on advisory 
programming and best practices (Brady, 2012; Manning & Saddlemire, 1998; 
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McCarty, 2014; Van Ornum, 2014) and the impact of advisory on students’ sense 
of connection and belonging (Borgeson, 2009; Meloro, 2005), or have been case 
studies and other qualitative studies on student and advisor perceptions of 
advisory (Brodie, 2014; Phillippo, 2009; Poole, 2003; Stover, 2009; Walloff, 2010; 
Welsh, 2012). 
The research literature on advisories also indicates that Collegiate High 
School (CHS) is not alone in experiencing challenges to making advisory work 
for them and their students.  In fact, many of the challenges described above 
have been documented in the advisory literature. For instance, Galassi, Gulledge, 
and Cox (1997) identify implementation and maintenance barriers as potential 
obstacles to a successful advisory.  These barriers may include challenges such as 
increased workload for faculty members who are advisors and insufficient time 
to implement the program (Cushman, 1990), ineffective lesson plans, teachers not 
feeling qualified to serve in the advisor role, and inadequate resources and staff 
development (Burkhardt, 1999).  Moreover, researchers assert that teachers 
involved with ineffective advisory programs, who are given more responsibility 
and insufficient support, can become more stressed and may experience higher 
rates of burn out (Brackett, Palomera, Mojsa-Kaja, Reyes, & Salovey, 2010).  If 
teachers are asked to implement advisories and serve in advisor roles without 
sufficient training, guidance, or coaching, or without any of these supports at all, 
it is unlikely advisory will accomplish its objectives.  This research may help 
explain why students and advisors in traditional advisory (TA) at CHS 
experienced limited success. 
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Aware of these pitfalls and shortcomings in traditional advisory (TA), the 
administrators at Collegiate High School (CHS) piloted an enhanced advisory 
(EA) program during the 2012–13 academic year.  Building onto the TA program 
that was in place, they increased the frequency of advisory meetings, provided 
training and ongoing coaching for the advisors, and gave advisors course release 
to give them more time to manage and implement their advising responsibilities.  
The present dissertation study seeks to explore the experiences of the advisors 
and the students in enhanced advisory and the role of the program in students’ 
positive development. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the present study is to explore the role of an enhanced 
advisory (EA) program within the context of one school—Collegiate High 
School—in fostering students’ positive development.  Specifically, through the 
lens of positive youth development, this study aims to investigate how and to 
what extent an enhanced advisory program promotes ninth grade students’ 
development, as characterized by the Five Cs of positive youth development: 
Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring/Compassion.   
Research Questions 
The following research questions guide this mixed-methods investigation: 
1. What shifts in positive development do CHS students participating in 
enhanced advisory demonstrate over the course of the academic year? 
2. How does the positive youth development of CHS students 
participating in enhanced advisory compare to that of a previous 
  10 
cohort of CHS students who participated in traditional advisory? 
3. What is the nature and quality of the advisor-advisee relationships that 
are fostered by the school’s enhanced advisory program?  What role 
do those relationships play in the ways students receive support from 
their advisors? 
4. What is the nature of the group component of the enhanced advisory 
program?  How does it foster relationships between the students?  
What role does the group component play in the ways students receive 
support?  
Overview of the Dissertation 
 Chapter 2, the literature review, describes the two theoretical frameworks, 
adolescent identity development and positive youth development, which are 
called upon to consider the role of advisory in fostering the positive 
development of adolescents at Collegiate High School (CHS).  The scholarship on 
these conceptual frameworks is followed by the literature on advisory, which 
extends from the literature in this introduction.  The advisory section includes 
the history of advisory, the structures and forms of advisories, and extant 
research studies on advisory programming.   
 Chapter 3 explains the research methodology and procedures.  After 
reviewing the research questions that drive this study, I describe CHS, their 
traditional advisory (TA) program, and their enhanced advisory (EA) program.  
This is followed by an explanation of how this mixed methods research study 
was designed, including how quantitative and qualitative data were collected 
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and analyzed.  
 Chapters 4, 5, and 6 include the findings from the quantitative and 
qualitative analyses.  Chapter 4 reviews the quantitative results that explore the 
shifts in positive development students participating in enhanced advisory (EA) 
demonstrated over the course of one academic year (research question 1).  It also 
looks at how the positive development of students in EA compared to that of a 
previous cohort of CHS students who participated in traditional advisory (TA) 
(research question 2).  Chapters 5 and 6 investigate the qualitative data gathered.  
Chapter 5 looks at the nature, quality, and impact of EA advisor-student 
relationships (research question 3).  Chapter 6 explores the nature of the group 
component of EA, how it fosters peer relationships, and the role of advisory in 
how students receive support from advisory-based peers (research question 4). 
 Chapter 7, the discussion, interprets key findings from this study through 
the lenses of positive youth development and adolescent identity development.  
In addition, findings from this study are further explored utilizing relevant 
knowledge and literature in related fields.  This is followed by implications of 
this study’s findings for educators and researchers, as well as this study’s 
limitations.   
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
 This project draws upon the theory of positive youth development (PYD) 
as the key theoretical framework to consider the role of advisory programming 
in promoting positive adolescent development at Collegiate High School.  This 
study also utilizes adolescent identity development theory as a lens through 
which to view how advisory at CHS supports positive student development. 
Together, these theories provide a basis for analyzing how the enhanced 
advisory program, the advisors, and the students all interacted with and 
impacted each other.  In order to offer a context of the school environment of the 
ninth grade participants of the study, I then provide a review of the research on 
the transition to high school, including a review of the literature on students’ 
relationships with peers and teachers as well as their sense of belonging.  Finally, 
this is followed by the scholarship on advisories, and specifically how they 
provide a structure for schools to support positive adolescent development and 
achievement.   
Adolescent Identity Development 
Adolescence is the developmental phase of transition marked by internal 
cognitive, physical and psychological changes that manifest in social, emotional, 
relational, and academic realms at school.  This period generally occurs between 
the ages of 10 and 20, from the onset of puberty to the reaching of adulthood, 
which Lerner (2005) characterizes as moving from exhibiting child-like behaviors 
to exhibiting adult-like behaviors.  The subjects of the present study were ninth 
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grade fourteen and fifteen year old students, ages that are considered early and 
middle adolescence (AACAP, 2012). 
In further considering more specific aspects of this internal transition, 
researchers of adolescents have classified it as a period during which individuals 
are exploring and shaping their identities (Erikson, 1950/1968; Marcia, 1980).  
Erikson (1950, 1968) asserted that cognitive-behavioral development was a series 
of eight stages set as either/or dichotomies.  The individual’s job in each stage is 
to resolve a new challenge, which would allow them to either healthily move on 
to the next stage or exist in a state of irresolution.  The stage Erikson identifies as 
being most closely associated with adolescence is the fifth: identity versus role 
confusion.  In this stage, the young person’s task is to organize skills, interests, 
and values into a coherent sense of self—or identity.  If this stage is not mastered, 
that is if the individual does not resolve their identity crisis, then the individual 
remains in a state of role/identity confusion until clarity of role is reached. 
This period Erikson termed “psychosocial moratorium” marks the time of 
identity formation during which a person is engaged in a quest to answer such 
questions as “Who am I?” and “Where am I going?”  Nakkula and Toshalis 
(2006) describe identity formation as “the dynamic process of testing, selecting, 
and integrating self-images and personal ideologies into an integrated and 
consistent whole” (p. 20).  This exploration leads one to experiment with possible 
selves, play a variety of roles, and explore new opportunities. 
Erikson viewed the practical application of identity development as quite 
turbulent.  As Vygotsky (1978) theorized, psychological exploration does not 
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occur in a vacuum; as social beings we are in almost constant engagement with 
others.  Therefore, in Erikson’s observation, identity experimentation, including 
entertaining possible selves and exploring new opportunities in which youth 
engage (for instance, pushing boundaries and engaging in more risky behaviors) 
may cause tension with friends, family, teachers, and general society around that 
individual who have their own beliefs about and expectations of this changing 
person.  The young person in search of self, in an attempt to find a balance 
between individuation and meeting the expectations of multiple outside parties 
and their varying expectations, could experience exhaustion, anxiety, frustration 
or anger. 
With the aim of explaining a more gradual process of experiences and 
decision-making during this identity formation phase, Marcia (1980) expanded 
Erikson’s dichotomous identity formation stage.  Rather than defining the stage 
in binary terms, Marcia identified a quadrant model of four possible identity 
statuses: identity achievement, foreclosure, moratorium, and identity diffusion.  
In the status model, each status results from the individual’s engagement, or lack 
thereof, with commitment and crisis, in which they have or have not made a 
commitment to an identity and they have or have not experienced a decision-
making period, or “crisis,” that led them to this conclusion.  The first, identity 
achievement, describes a person who is following self-chosen goals after 
experiencing a decision-making period.  The second, foreclosure, refers to 
someone who is also pursuing goals, but has not made a conscious, willful 
decision about what they want those goals to be.  Instead, the decision was made 
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for them and, as a result, this person shows little or no evidence of experiencing 
or having experienced a “crisis.”  Similar to the psychosocial moratorium period 
theorized by Erikson (1950), Marcia’s (1980) moratorium status is the one in 
which a person has not yet made a commitment to an identity or particular goals 
and is currently engaged in an identity formation period.  And, finally, identity 
diffusion refers to a person who has not experienced a decision-making period 
and has no defined ideological direction. 
 As the development of identity is coming to be seen as relational rather 
than individual work (Nakkula & Toshalis, 2006), Marcia’s (1980) identity 
statuses are important for educators and other school staff for practical purposes.  
Specifically, teachers can support youth who are in moratorium, the status in 
which youth are experiencing “crisis” and are not entirely certain of answers to 
their own questions about their identities; as they explore various selves and 
opportunities, there continues to be lack of clarity around who they are and who 
they are becoming.  The period of identity formation describes a time during 
which youth strive to be distinct, trying to find their own expression, but they 
also need to have and feel meaningful relationships with those around them and 
be known by them through a sense of belonging.  By recognizing and honoring 
this transitional period, schools and school staff are aware of their roles in 
engaging adolescents in conversations in supportive environments that allow 
them to experiment without fear of judgment.  By being a variety of selves, youth 
can make conscious decisions that support their own healthy development. 
 Healthy adolescents have historically been portrayed in negative terms 
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(Benson, 2003), perhaps a result of Erikson’s (1968) conceptualization of 
adolescence as a time of great turbulence resulting in crisis or a period of “storm 
and stress” as Hall (1904) described before him.  For example, a well-developing 
youth would be described as not engaging in risky or anti-social externalizing 
behaviors, such as committing acts of violence, dropping out of school, or using 
drugs.  Additionally, they would be described as not experiencing internalizing 
behaviors, such as depression or anxiety.  Researchers have said it is the absence 
of these negative behaviors that we have come to see as healthy youth 
development (Pittman & Flemming, 1991).  Lerner (2005) writes that it is this 
view of healthy adolescent development as the absence of problematic behaviors 
that implies adolescents are deficient.  Benson, Scales, Hamilton, and Sesma 
(2007) assert that these understandings “of child and adolescent development 
have been so dominated by the exploration and remediation of pathology and 
deficit that we have an incomplete—if not distorted—view of how organisms 
develop” (p. 895).  This “deficit model of youth” (Pittman & Flemming, 1991), 
has shaped how our society views and interprets normative development.  We 
have come to expect adolescents to have—or be—problems, so our only hope for 
them is that the problems are minimized in frequency and/or intensity.  As a 
result, much of the research on and most of the programs in support of 
adolescent development aim to reduce and/or prevent problematic behaviors 
(Berkowitz & Bier, 2005). 
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Relational Developmental Systems and Positive Youth Development  
 Believing “problem-free is not fully prepared” (Pittman, Irby, Tolman, 
Yohalem, & Ferber, 2003, p. 9) and that “youth are resources to be developed 
rather than problems to be managed” (Roth & Brooks-Gunn, 2003, p. 172), a 
number of developmental theorists are constructing what they believe to be a 
strengths-based approach to understanding and working with young people: 
positive youth development (PYD) (Damon, 2004; Lerner, 2005; Overton, 2010).  
Partially developed in response to the deficit model approach, PYD posits that all 
youth have strengths and each person has the capacity to change.  Before delving 
into the theory of PYD, however, it is useful to understand its origins within the 
metatheory of relational developmental systems (RDS). 
Relational developmental systems 
The theory of positive youth development is situated in a metatheory, or 
world outlook or orientation, of relational developmental systems (RDS).  RDS, 
as described by Lerner and Overton (2008), is a direct opposition to theories that 
declared human development a product of one type of impact, such as the 
influence of nature or nurture on one’s development (e.g. the external 
environment influencing or genetics shaping a person).  In response to these 
binary models that operate under the assumption of unidirectional influence, this 
perspective emphasizes that all levels of organization in the ecology of human 
development interact with each other.  In other words, influence is bidirectional: 
as the environment influences a person, the person also has a direct effect on the 
environment in which they exist.  Further, this means that an individual exists 
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within and is surrounded by a variety of environments and other people, as 
described and explained by Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory, 
and all of these people and environments are inherently integrated with one 
another and fused together.  This fusion is the basis for human behavior and 
developmental change (Lerner, 2002). 
 Overton (2010) describes these relationships as mutually integrated  
individual<—>context relations.  Mutual integration refers to the reciprocally 
influential relations between individuals and contexts.  Social contexts can be 
people such as family members, peer groups, and colleagues, as well as settings 
in which a person moves, including home, school, and work, or one’s 
neighborhood, community, society, and culture (Lerner, 2002).  According to the 
RDS perspective, potential for development—or change—exists in these 
mutually beneficial individual<—>context relations.  In the case of this study, 
the students at CHS and CHS as an environment and institution exist in 
mutually influential individual<—>context relations in which students, school 
staff, individual classrooms, advisory groups, and the school itself (among many 
other individuals and contexts) are in constant interaction with each other.  
Change becomes possible as these relations happen over time (Lerner, 
Bretano, Dowling, & Anderson, 2002).  For example, the more one interacts with 
a person or context, the more potential for that relationship to change the people 
and/or contexts involved.  Moreover, these bidirectional relational systems 
promote development, or plasticity, across the lifespan.  Lerner (2005) explains 
that the system itself is characterized by the potential for systemic intra-
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individual and inter-individual change.  The degree of change, however, is 
limited by ontogeny and setting.  In other words, capacity for change is mediated 
by the extent to which the individual and the contexts are able to change.   
Two final elements of RDS are the assumptions of strength and diversity.  
In terms of strength, the theory of RDS maintains that all people have strengths; 
good is happening in every person.  In regards to diversity, people and contexts 
are all different and have different strengths.  Therefore, all CHS students and 
staff have strengths and all those strengths are unique.  When plasticity and 
diversity are combined, positive developmental change is possible.  
 Moreover, when an individual’s strengths are aligned with the strengths 
of a specific context over time, then there is potential for healthy development, or 
thriving (Lerner & Lerner, 2005).  Csikszentmihalyi and Rathunde (1998) have 
described this thriving as “idealized personhood,” or “an adult status marked by 
making culturally valued contributions to self, others, and institutions” (Lerner 
& Lerner, 2005, p. 448).  According to RDS, this thriving is the ultimate goal of 
human development and is the result of a process comprised of individual 
(psychological) and social (relational) features of person<—>context relations 
that emerge over time. 
Positive youth development 
 Relational Developmental Systems (RDS) offers a theory of positive 
developmental change across the lifespan; positive youth development (PYD) 
explains and describes how positive developmental change among and within 
youth is also possible.  PYD is grounded in the RDS assumption that every 
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young person has strengths and, as such, has the capacity for successful, healthy 
development (Lerner & Lerner, 2005).  As discussed above, this idea counters the 
frequently utilized “deficit model” in which adolescents were viewed and 
treated as broken or in danger of becoming broken, and positive adolescent 
development was characterized by the absence of negative or anti-social 
behaviors (Benson, Scales, Hamilton, & Sesma, 2006).  While PYD is predicated 
on the ideas asserted in RDS, there are several other core concepts, which clarify 
the maximization of adolescent growth and development.  Specifically, two 
hypotheses serve to explain PYD further: contextual change and the Five Cs 
Model.   
Contextual change 
Lerner (2005) states that the first premise, identified as contextual change, 
is similar to the process leading one to thrive described above as part of RDS 
theory.  As RDS assumes that all individuals have strengths, so does PYD 
assume that all adolescents have strengths.  If youth’s strengths are aligned with 
healthy growth opportunities in contexts of adolescent development, then those 
youth may experience positive functioning at one point in time.  If that alignment 
between individual and context continues over a period of time, and that 
positive functioning of both is maintained, then the result may lead to positive 
youth development.  Lerner and other scholars state that supports for these 
processes exist and have termed them “developmental assets” (Benson, Scales, 
Hamilton, & Sesma, 2006).  These researchers offer the possibility that youth 
have 20 internal and 20 external assets supporting their growth, which may 
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include empowerment, engagement, and support.  Theokas and Lerner (2006) 
suggest that some external, or ecological, assets are resources and opportunities 
available to youth in various contexts, including family, school, and 
neighborhood that exist within four dimensions: human resources, physical or 
institutional resources, collective activity, and accessibility.  These researchers 
have defined the first dimension, human resources, as “the strengths, skills, 
talents, and abilities of people and as instantiated by the roles they have” (p. 62).  
The second dimension, physical or institutional resources present in the social 
environment, refers to assets that provide opportunities for youth to engage with 
their environment and that create structure and routines.  Collective activity, the 
third dimension, is intended to represent the engagement between individuals, 
such as a shared activity.  Finally, accessibility, the fourth asset dimension, 
documents the ease of individuals’ access to human or other resources in context.   
Through PYD, it is possible to see how CHS ninth grade students, other 
students, teachers, advisors, academic classes, the advisory programming, and 
the school itself are all engaged in mutually influential student/staff 
(individual)<—>classroom/advisory/school (context) relations.  By offering an 
advisory program (or healthy growth opportunity in PYD terms), CHS hopes to 
align the students’ strengths, or individual assets, with strengths of the school, or 
ecological assets, in order to support students’ positive functioning.  Over time, 
as positive development is maintained, the ultimate aim is to encourage thriving 
within each CHS student. 
 Within this contextual change hypothesis, settings such as home, school, 
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and after-school programs, in particular, are important areas for youth to engage 
with and further develop these ecological assets (Lerner, 2005).  Moreover, 
Lerner (2005) identifies three points of impact within these settings to support 
human development.  The first is contextual influence, in which the context 
improves its attentiveness to youth development.  For example, a school might 
modify a program—such as advisory—in consideration of how it conceives of 
adolescent development.  The second point of impact is an institutional action to 
directly impact the youth’s development.  Specifically, in this possibility for 
influence, that same school program might teach students life or decision-
making skills.  Finally, the third point of impact occurs in contextual or 
community change, in which the context itself changes in order to create more 
processes and opportunities for youth to utilize their capacity for change.  For 
instance, school leaders might change the structure of the school in order to 
support and empower students.  This hypothesis regarding contextual change 
characterizes how to support positive youth development. 
 Administrators at CHS, as will be described more extensively in Chapter 3, 
recognized their potential for contextual influence, to positively impact the ninth 
grade students’ development and, as a result, chose to attend to their students’ 
development through their advisory program.  Further, through advisory, they 
planned to teach life and decision-making skills, which accesses PYD’s second 
point of impact.  This idea of contextual change offers a useful framework 
through which to understand the changes CHS made to the advisory program in 
order to support student development. 
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The Five Cs Model 
 The second hypothesis of PYD operationalizes the theory.  Positive 
development within youth can be seen when the Five Cs (Lerner & Lerner, 
2005)—Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and 
Caring/Compassion—are ideologically and behaviorally manifested within the 
youth.  The first of the Five Cs, Competence, involves a positive view of one’s 
actions in areas including social competence, which pertains to interpersonal 
skills, academics, including school grades, test scores, and attendance, cognitive 
competence, which relates to cognitive abilities, like decision-making, and 
vocational competence, which involves work habits and career choice 
explorations.  The second, Confidence, is exemplified by an adolescent’s internal 
sense of global self-worth and self-esteem.  Connection, the third C, is seen when 
an individual forms positive connections with other people and institutions, 
forming bidirectional, mutually influential relationships.  The fourth C, 
Character, shows the individual’s sense of right and wrong, an understanding of 
culturally and socially valued rules, and integrity.  Finally, the fifth C, 
Caring/Compassion, describes a person who can show sympathy and empathy 
for others.  When the Five Cs are manifested across time, there is potential for 
them to achieve “idealized personhood,” in which the sixth C, Contribution to 
one’s self, family, community, and institutions, is developed.  See Figure 1 for 
definitions of each of the Five Cs (Lerner et al., 2005, p. 23).  
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Figure  1.  Definitions  of  the  Five  Cs  of  positive  youth  development  (Lerner  et  al.,  2005)  
  
C   Definition  
Competence  
Positive  view  of  one’s  actions  in  domain-­‐‑specific  areas  
including  social,  academic,  cognitive,  and  vocational.  
Social  competence  pertains  to  interpersonal  skills  (e.g.,  
conflict  resolution).  Cognitive  competence  pertains  to  
cognitive  abilities  (e.g.,  decision-­‐‑making).  School  
grades,  attendance,  and  test  scores  are  part  of  academic  
competence.  Vocational  competence  involves  work  
habits  and  career  choice  explorations,  including  
entrepreneurship.  
Confidence  
An  internal  sense  of  overall  positive  self-­‐‑worth  and  
self-­‐‑efficacy;  one’s  global  self-­‐‑regard,  as  opposed  to  
domain  specific  beliefs.  
Connection  
Positive  bonds  with  people  and  institutions  that  are  
reflected  in  bidirectional  exchanges  between  the  
individual  and  peers,  family,  school,  and  community  in  
which  both  parties  contribute  to  the  relationship.  
Character  
Respect  for  societal  and  cultural  rules,  possession  of  
standards  for  correct  behaviors,  a  sense  of  right  and  
wrong  (morality),  and  integrity.  
Caring/Compassion   A  sense  of  sympathy  and  empathy  for  others.  
Resulting  in  the  sixth  C:  Contribution  
Contribution  
Contributions  to  self,  family,  community,  and  to  the  
institutions  of  a  civil  society.  
  
  
Researchers indicate that the Five Cs Model of PYD is the most 
empirically supported PYD framework to date (Heck & Subramaniam, 2009).  
Much of the empirical research utilizing the Five Cs is an ongoing national study, 
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the 4-H Study of Positive Youth Development at the Institute for Applied 
Research in Youth Development at Tufts University.  As Lerner et al. (2005) state, 
“The overall goal of the 4-H Study is to test the developmental contextual view 
of the thriving process, that is, of the individual<—> context relations that, across 
adolescence, are involved in PYD” (p. 43).  At the time of this writing, data has 
been collected from fifth through twelfth grade youth through a cohort 
sequential longitudinal design.  This means that wave one of the study included 
approximately 1,700 fifth grade adolescents and 1,100 of their parents and other 
caregivers at 57 schools and four after school programs in 13 states across the 
United Sates during the 2002 to 2003 school year and new groups of participants 
were added to the study at other waves in order for statistical analyses to 
maintain power (Lerner et al., 2013).  Lerner, Bowers, Geldhof, Gestsdóttir, and 
DeSousa (2012) report surveying a total of 7,071 youth along with 3,173 of their 
parents and caregivers in 42 states across the eight waves of the study.  
According to Lerner et al. (2013), “this research seeks to identify the individual 
and ecological relations that may promote thriving and, as well, that may have a 
preventive effect in regard to risk/problem behaviors” (p. 373).  Within the 4-H 
Study, thriving is measured through the growth of the Five Cs—Competence, 
Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring/Compassion—toward positive 
engagement with and contribution to one’s community and the greater world.  
(For a full elaboration on the 4-H Study methodology see Lerner et al. [2005].) 
Data from the first wave of the 4-H study suggest that each of the Five Cs 
has good internal consistency, and there is evidence for the existence of first-
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order latent factors representing the Five Cs, as well as evidence of their 
convergence on a second-order PYD latent construct (Lerner et al., 2005).  
Additional data collection has provided validity by using data from the first two 
waves of the 4-H Study, including a retest of the wave one fifth graders in their 
sixth grade year and their caregivers, in addition to testing an additional sample 
of previously unassessed sixth graders and their caregivers in 53 schools and five 
afterschool programs in 20 states across the country (Jelicic, Bobek, Phelps, 
Lerner, & Lerner, 2007).  Finally, Bowers et al. (2010) extend the validity and 
utility of the Five Cs to middle adolescents (grades eight through ten) in their 
research on the 4-H Study, which included 920 adolescents from 30 states during 
the fourth through sixth years of data collection.  
Researchers involved with the 4-H Study have been prolific in their 
reporting of the study’s findings.  Within this robust, and growing, body of 
literature, researchers have described results on individual strengths and 
ecological assets as indicators of PYD.  Lerner et al. (2013) report a number of key 
discoveries within the PYD perspective regarding internal asset predictors of 
PYD, such as intentional self-regulation, sense of a hopeful future, and school 
engagement, as well as the significance of the PYD process for youth outcomes.  
Considering PYD predictors, Gestsdóttir and colleagues (Gestsdóttir, Bowers, 
von Eye, Napolitano, & Lerner, 2010; Gestsdóttir, Lewin-Bizan, von Eye, Lerner, 
& Lerner, 2009) have found that, for youth in middle adolescence, intentional 
self-regulation covaries positively with PYD and negatively with problem 
behaviors.   
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Research on the ecological assets has specifically reported on the 
relationships between ecological assets and positive outcomes, as well as risk 
factors.  For example, Theokas and Lerner (2006) explored data from the first two 
waves and found that collective activity in the family and accessibility in the 
school had the greatest impact on the developmental outcomes of PYD, 
including contribution, depressive symptoms, and risk behaviors.  Lerner, 
Geldhoff, Gestsdóttir, and DeSouza (2012), reporting on eight waves of the 4-H 
Study, indicate that scores for the four domains were significantly related to both 
positive and problematic outcomes, specifically that individual resources were 
associated with high PYD and low levels of risky behaviors.  Further exploring 
positive and negative trajectories, Bowers et al. (2011) examined one indicator of 
positive development—goal-orientation—and one indicator of problematic 
development—delinquency—across seven waves.  They found that factors at the 
family, school, and neighborhood levels impact the positive outcome, goal-
orientation, and school-level factors alone influence delinquency trajectories.  
One final noteworthy finding from the first and second waves of data is the lack 
of relationship found between the positive outcome (the sixth C, Contribution) 
and the negative outcomes (Jelicic, Bobek, Phelps, Lerner, & Lerner, 2007).  
Whereas the initial PYD model assumed an inverse relationship between 
indicators of PYD, or thriving, and risk/problem behaviors (Benson et al., 2004), 
this suggests that indicators of PYD and problematic behaviors have a more 
complex relationship and may even develop alongside each other.   
PYD scholars and researchers assert that youth development programs 
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promote youth Contribution, or thriving, by supporting the development of a 
sustained relationship between youth and at least one caring adult, providing 
skill-building opportunities, and ensuring that the environment acts to enrich the 
youth’s engagement with her context.  Lerner et al. (2005) address the question of 
whether the level of participation in youth development programs is associated 
with either PYD or contribution by studying youth’s involvement with any one 
of 4-H, Girl Scouts or Boy Scouts, YWCA or YMCA, and Boys and Girls Club, as 
their mission statements specifically emphasize a PYD perspective.  Using wave 
one data, these researchers found that both PYD and participation in a program 
were significantly related to Contribution. 
Even though PYD is a relatively emergent theory, Bowers et al. (2010) 
have stated that it is becoming the primary framework for both researchers and 
practitioners in youth development. For instance, Damon and colleagues’ (2008; 
Mariano & Damon, 2008) examination of the development of purpose in youth; 
Benson and colleagues’ (Benson, Scales, Hamilton, & Sesma, 2008; Benson, Scales, 
& Syvertsen, 2011) work on the strengths, or developmental assets, of young 
people; Eccles and colleagues’ investigation of the “fit” between context and 
individual characteristics (Eccles et al., 1993; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002); Spencer’s 
(2006) Phenomenological Variant on Ecological Systems Theory (PVEST); 
Masten’s (2001) study on positive adaptation and resilience; and Hamilton and 
Hamilton’s (2009) exploration of the “school-to-work”, or adulthood, transition, 
all demonstrate the use of the PYD developmental process as their theoretical 
underpinnings.  According to Lerner et al. (2013), these are only a fraction of the 
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many theoretical conceptions of the PYD developmental process that are 
developing in addition to the Five Cs Model. 
The present study utilizes the Five Cs framework to explore the effects of 
the advisory programming on Collegiate High School’s ninth grade students’ 
positive development.  Specifically, this study considers to what extent the CHS 
advising program impacts students’ development of Competence, Confidence, 
Connection, Character, and Caring/Compassion.  This concentration on the Five 
Cs helps to further investigate youth’s school-based ecological assets and what 
schools can do to align students’ strengths with external assets so as to provide 
opportunities for positive development. 
Merging Development Theories 
 The combination of identity and positive youth development theories 
provides a powerful tool to understand and comprehend the changing 
adolescent.  Identity theory (Erikson, 1968; Marcia, 1980) encourages an 
investigation of the CHS ninth grade students as individuals, as they explore 
who they are, what they want and need, and how they are moving forward in 
their lives.  As they negotiate the answers to these questions, Erikson and Marcia 
begin to describe how these adolescents may disrupt the status quo of their lives 
by pushing personal/institutional, and/or societal boundaries.  Positive youth 
development (Damon, 2004; Lerner, 2005) extends the identity development 
theory by fusing the individual with people and environments around them.  
The interactions between individuals and between the individuals and their 
contexts lead to change, which may lead to prolonged positive development, 
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which hopefully leads to thriving. 
 The administrators at CHS came to understand this important transitory 
phase in which their students were engaging and chose to support the students’ 
development through implementing an enhanced advisory program.  Together 
these theories of adolescent development serve as a single tool for exploring how 
the advisory program, the advisors, and the students all interact with each other.  
The Five Cs Model of PYD provides a framework for analyzing how and to what 
extent the enhanced advisory program fostered students’ development, as 
operationalized by the Five Cs of Competence, Confidence, Connection, 
Character, and Caring/Compassion.  
High School Transitions, Belonging, and School-Based Relationships 
 From this point in the literature review, I explore scholarship on the 
transition to high school, including the ways in which the traditional high school 
structure aligns with adolescent development.  The following section offers 
relevant research on sense of belonging as a variable that mitigates against 
negative social and academic behaviors and promotes positive behaviors.  Then I 
describe the relevant research on adolescents’ need for and experiences of school-
based student-teacher and peer relationships in order to best support their 
academic achievement and positive socio-psychological outcomes.  The need for 
a school-based approach, such as advisory, to support adolescent students’ 
transition to high school becomes apparent with this research as a foundation.  
Then I review the literature on advisory—a program with the aim of providing 
students with the opportunity to connect to an adult and group of peers—which 
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will describe a brief history of the advisory program concept, as well as research 
scholarship on the connection between advisory, students’ and teachers’ school-
based relationships, and students’ sense of belongingness and connection. 
High school transitions 
 Compared to a primary school setting there are many distinguishing 
characteristics of the secondary school environmental and social contexts.  
Describing a major difference between primary and secondary school 
environments, Hill, Mackay, Russell, and Zbar (2001) have likened primary 
school to a private space and secondary school to a more public space.  The 
private culture of primary school can be characterized as a place of care and 
control, whereas “the traditional secondary school culture is characterized by an 
academic orientation, student polarization, and fragmented individualism” (p. 3).  
Hayes and Vivian’s (2008) research on secondary school identifies both the 
academic and social spheres as very challenging.  While secondary school was 
designed to encourage an exchange of ideas, they state that, in practice, it can be 
bureaucratic with disconnected curricula, as high schools tend to be large and 
departmentalized.  In terms of students’ social experiences of secondary schools, 
Hayes and Vivian have observed high schools as spaces occupied by strangers, 
places that encourage conformity and an association with a certain group profile, 
as well as a sense of alienation.  Hargreaves, Earl, and Ryan’s (1996) research has 
also indicated that students largely describe schools as alienating institutions.  
Reports by the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development (1989) and the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals (1996) came to a similar 
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conclusion.  In describing the structure and design of middle and high schools, 
they state that they do not foster natural, supportive relationships.   
Partially a result of the factors described in the previous paragraph on 
students’ normative experiences of secondary school, another challenge students 
may experience is the transition itself to high school.  Broadly, some scholars 
suggest that the issues ninth grade students may encounter span both the 
academic and social realms, namely that they may face an increased academic 
workload, increased complexity of peer relations, and a more anonymous 
student experience (Newman, Myers, Mewan, Lohman, & Smith, 2000).  More 
specifically, there is amplified concern about student drop out rates as a result of 
the transitional ninth grade year, as more students fail ninth grade than any 
other grade (Education Partnerships, 2012).  Other researchers have shown that, 
after controlling for demographic and family background characteristics, 
previous school performance, and pre-high school attitudes and ambitions, the 
experience of the ninth grade year, most specifically course failure, contributes 
substantially to the probability of dropping out (Neild, Stoner-Eby, & 
Furstenberg, 2008).   
 Some studies on students’ experience of the transition to high school 
suggest that elements of the school environment can play a role in how students 
perceive of their sense of well being.  A study on the transition to high school 
conducted by De Wit, Karioja, Rye, and Shain (2011) measured the experiences 
and perceptions of teacher and student support and mental health of 2,616 ninth 
grade students from 23 high schools in Ontario, Canada.  They found that 
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students who perceived higher classmate support experienced lower levels of 
social anxiety.  They also found that student perceptions of lower classmate and 
teacher support each made contributions in predicting change in self-esteem, 
showing self-esteem to have a positive relationship with support and a negative 
relationship with depression.  Ninth grade student data from another study by 
Barber and Olsen (2004) indicated similar findings, specifically that during 
transition times the school environment realm of teacher connection was most 
predictive of students’ reported functioning.  These findings illustrate the 
importance of the school environment’s potential impact, as well as connection 
with and perceived support from teachers, on students’ perceptions of their own 
mental health.   
 However, researchers have indicated that as youth transition from middle 
school to high school, they may experience decreases in perceived school support 
(Seidman, Aber, Allen, & French, 1996), which may negatively impact their sense 
of school belonging (Newman, Newman, Griffen, O’Connor, & Spas, 2007).  This 
research on the transition to high school reveals the sensitive nature of the first 
year of high school.  Researchers have found that connection to both peers and 
teachers have positive impacts on students’ mental health and functioning.   
This literature elucidates the necessity for Collegiate High School (CHS) to 
recognize the impact transitioning to high school has on ninth grade students.  
Aware that changes to the school environment could support students’ transition, 
administrators worked to improve students’ experiences as they entered ninth 
grade.  The literature that follows on belonging, student-teacher relationships, 
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and peer relationships illustrates the importance of in-school relationships to 
social and emotional well-being and academic achievement. 
Belonging 
Sense of belonging to school refers to students’ perceptions of the social 
climate, including sense of acceptance, support, closeness, and community 
(Juvonen, 2006), as well as sense of being included, liked, and respected 
(Goodenow, 1993) and a sense of school membership (Newmann, 1992).  
Baumeister & Leary (1995) describe students’ need for belonging as a desire to 
frequently and persistently engage in caring, non-negative interactions with 
teachers at school.  They define belonging as “frequent, affectively pleasant 
interactions [with teachers] in the context of temporally stable and enduring 
framework of affective concern” (p. 497).  In addition to the quality of student-
teacher relationships (Roeser, Midgley, & Urdan, 1996), others have included 
peer relationships and school engagement as contributors to an adolescents’ 
sense of belonging to school (Juvonen, 2006; Wallace, Ye, & Chhuon, 2012).  In 
the academic literature sense of belonging has been used interchangeably with 
sense of connectedness or relatedness (Juvonen, 2006). 
Most research on school belonging has been conducted with children and 
early adolescents (Liu & Lu, 2011; Witherspoon & Ennett, 2011).  These studies 
have shown that as youth enter adolescence, around the time of the elementary 
to middle school transition, the average sense of school belonging tends to drop 
significantly (Eccles et al., 1993; Juvonen, 2006) and school belonging generally 
continues to decline across the course of early adolescence (Ding & Hall, 2007).  
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While the extant research on middle adolescents’ sense of belonging is less 
robust, researchers have indicated that one’s sense of belonging may also decline 
during the middle to high school transition (Newman, Newman, Griffen, 
O’Connor, & Spas, 2007). 
The albeit limited research on middle adolescents also suggests that when 
students feel like a part of their school negative social outcomes can decrease and 
positive emotional outcomes can increase (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Resnick et 
al., 1997).  For example, Battistich and Hom (1997) showed that schools whose 
students indicated higher sense of school as a community scores had 
significantly lower average student drug use and delinquency, such as skipping 
school and damaging someone else’s property.  Data from the National 
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Resnick et al., 1997) showed similar 
findings, as well as lower rates of suicidality and emotional distress.  Findings 
from this study indicated that feeling connected to individuals at school and to 
the school as a whole had a negative relationship with high-risk behaviors in 
school.  However, research conducted by McNeely & Falci (2004) indicate that 
while students who perceive that their teachers care about and support them are 
less likely to engage in health-related risky behaviors, feeling a sense of social 
belonging does not necessarily protect against participation in such behaviors. 
Students who reported a positive connection to school also reported 
higher levels of motivation (Goodenow, 1993) and performance in school (Horn-
Hasley, 2007).  In their study on adolescent functioning’s relation with 
experience of connection in school, Eccles, Early, Frasier, Belansky, and 
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McCarthy (1997) found that school connection had a positive relationship with 
GPA and positive behavioral control by peers was related to lower depressive 
affect.  In addition, findings from a study by Irvin, Meece, Byun, Farmer, and 
Hutchins (2011) suggest that high school adolescents’ sense of belonging to 
school predicts academic achievement in both well- and under-resourced 
communities.    
 Evidenced by this research on students’ sense of belonging, it is important 
for adolescents to feel a connection to their school.  Findings from the Challenge 
Success survey indicated to Collegiate High School (CHS) administrators that a 
significant percentage of the student body was feeling disconnected.  They saw 
in this a challenge and an opportunity and, thus, aimed to improve CHS students’ 
sense of belonging.  One way they chose actively support the ninth grade 
students’ sense of belonging was through the use of an enhanced advisory (EA).  
Research shows that through building student-teacher and peer relationships 
advisory can be an effective mechanism for encouraging students’ sense of 
belonging. 
School-based relationships 
Student-teacher relationships 
 Researchers have characterized positive, or high quality, student-teacher 
relationships by the students’ perception of feeling trusted, valued, and 
supported (Doll, Zucker, & Brehm, 2004) and by the teachers’ perception that the 
relationship has higher levels of warmth and open communication and lower 
levels of conflict (Birch & Ladd, 1998).  As Poplin and Weeres (1993) have 
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reported, students want teachers to care about them and they desire “authentic” 
relationships in which they are “trusted, given responsibility, spoken to honestly 
and warmly, and treated with dignity and respect” (p. 21).  Warmth and care in a 
student-teacher relationship can be seen when the teacher gets to know students, 
shows a willingness to listen, asserts high expectations for student achievement, 
and gives students praise (Yonezawa, McClure, & Jones, 2012).  Cervone and 
Cushman (2012) have reported that knowing the “whole child,” including the 
narratives adolescents bring with them to school as well as the narratives they 
are writing at school, is also an invaluable factor in developing a positive 
student-teacher relationship.   
 Similarly to the literature on belonging, most of the research on student-
teacher relationships has focused on students and teachers at the elementary 
level (O’Connor, Dearing, & Collins, 2010).  This extensive scholarship has 
indicated the importance of positive student-teacher relationships on students’ 
academic achievement, sense of well being, and social and emotional 
development (Baker, 2006; Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Ladd & Burgess, 2001; Silver, 
Measelle, Armstrong, & Essex, 2005).  Scholars have proposed that fewer studies 
on student-teacher relationships at the secondary level exist because of greater 
research interests in the developmental outcomes of younger children as they 
move from home to school, in behavioral outcomes of adolescent peer 
relationships, and as the result of a false belief that the student-teacher 
relationship is less salient at the secondary level (Yonezawa, McClure, & Jones, 
2012).  
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 The research on secondary students’ relationships with their teachers, 
while less robust than at the elementary level, suggests that high quality student-
teacher relationships are important for adolescents’ school success and healthy 
development (Yonezawa, McClure, & Jones, 2012).  Researchers have indicated 
that secondary students who experience positive teacher-student relationships 
may experience better school adjustment (Van Ryzin, 2010) and increased 
academic achievement (Gregory & Weinstein, 2004).  In addition to optimistic 
academic outcomes, positive student-teacher relationships may impact students’ 
social, emotional, and psychological well-being.  For example, adolescent 
students who perceive they have positive student-teacher relationships may be 
less likely to have mental health issues, such as fewer anger and depressive 
issues, and are more likely to have a stronger sense of self-worth (Van Ryzin, 
2010).  Supporting this finding, data from the National Longitudinal Study of 
Adolescent Health indicate that high school students reporting greater 
connectedness to teachers display lower rates of internalizing behaviors such as 
emotional distress, suicidal ideation, and suicidal behavior, as well as lower rates 
of externalizing behaviors such as violence and substance abuse (Resnick et al., 
1997).  Finally, Marcus and Sanders-Reio (2001) state that teachers can give 
students “a secure base from which they can explore at school and buffer them 
against developmental risk by helping them regulate their emotions, relate with 
peers, and develop self-regulation” (p.434). 
Peer relationships 
It has been well documented that peer relationships become more 
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important to youth during adolescence (Brown & Larson, 2009).  Adolescence 
marks internal changes as well as changes in one’s social context (transition from 
primary to secondary school) and youth are more likely to spend increased 
amounts of time with friends.  In addition, peer relationships can become more 
complicated and tenuous during adolescence than they were during childhood 
(Stanton-Salazar & Spina, 2005).  As Poplin and Weeres (1993) have noted, 
adolescents’ relationships with each other “are plagued by lack of knowledge, 
misunderstandings, racism, cultural conflicts and concomitant fear of one 
another” (p. 21).  Therefore, adolescent relationships with peers may be less 
stable than they were in childhood (Poulin & Chan, 2010).  At the beginning of 
high school, girls seem to have higher quality friendships than boys, but quality 
levels even out by late adolescence (Way & Greene, 2006).  
 There is limited extant research on school-based peer relationships and of 
that literature most studies have investigated the relationships of early 
adolescents.  Even so, this scholarship is helpful in further understanding the 
development and impact of peer relationships.  From the existing research it is 
known that the association between peer relationships and school functioning is 
complex (Juvonen, 2006).  On one hand, strong emotional support from 
classmates can serve as an asset to protect against mental health problems and 
other difficulties (Osterman, 2000; Stanton-Salazar & Spina, 2005), as well as to 
support academic adjustment (Ryan, 2011) and school engagement (Li, Lynch, 
Kalvin, Liu, & Lerner, 2011).  On the other hand, researchers have shown that 
adolescents with a strong sense of social belonging at school may be at greater 
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risk of engaging in negative health-related behaviors (McNeely & Falci, 2004).  
As peers have the potential to support and/or undermine one’s positive 
development, Stanton-Salazar & Spina (2005) suggest that schools develop 
opportunities for youth “to interact in contexts where they can get to know and 
learn to trust one another” (p. 412).  That way schools can facilitate the 
development of spaces in which students can give and receive emotional support 
to and from classmates, which is an important protective factor for all 
adolescents. 
 Based on the scholarship on high schools, it seems the “public” experience 
of high school, exemplified by being surrounded by strangers and feeling 
alienated, does not necessarily organically offer opportunities for connecting 
with others and developing positive, supportive relationships.  However, 
positive student-teacher relationships and a sense of belonging, which support 
students’ school transitions, are all important for ninth grade students’ success in 
school.  Further underscored by theories of adolescent development, which 
highlights the adolescent phase of exploring the self (Erikson, 1968; Marcia, 1980), 
and positive youth development (PYD), which proposes that long-term positive 
functioning is possible when adolescents are given opportunities to develop 
Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring/Compassion in 
environments that are attentive to their developmental needs (Lerner, 2002; 
Lerner & Lerner, 2005; Overton, 2010), we see the significance of one’s context for 
positive development.   
 In an attempt to align students’ personal strengths with their contextual or 
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environmental strengths in order to maximize potential for thriving, as 
suggested by PYD theory, some schools have implemented advisory programs.  
The remainder of this literature review explores advisory programs, first 
providing a brief history of and rationale behind the concept of this type of 
guidance, and then reporting on the relevant scholarship that has investigated 
the connection between advisory, teacher-student and peer relationships, in 
addition to connection and belonging in a school environment. 
Advisory 
Abbreviated history 
 According to Galassi, Gulledge, and Cox (1997), the concept of advisory 
may go back over 100 years.  There is documentation of a sort of advisor/advisee 
program from the 1880s in which a Detroit high school principal, Jesse Davis, 
created a new curricular component of English class called “vocational and 
moral guidance” in 1889 (Wittmer, 1993).  After the turn of the century, the 
teacher-advisor concept, which promoted a general-type of guidance, was 
implemented in school homerooms (Briggs, 1920).  Briggs (1920) noted, “In order 
that the individual pupil may not be neglected by his several teachers, it has 
seemed not only wise, but actually imperative, that some adult be appointed his 
adviser” (p. 253).  Galassi et al. (1997) report that in subsequent decades, the role 
of guidance in education expanded to the point that education was broadly 
viewed as guidance for living and that by the middle of the twentieth century 
middle school reform advocates promoted the idea that guidance in schools was 
the entire school staff’s responsibility (Vars & Lounsbury, 1961, as cited in 
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Galassi et al., 1997).  Brady (2012) agrees, contending that school counselors 
cannot do that work alone.  Rather, school counselors and educators should 
work collaboratively to promote students’ social, emotional, moral, and 
academic growth.  Recognizing the salience of a developmental approach to 
education, “advocates of the middle school advisory concept asserted that the 
processes of adolescent growth and development created a need for 
connectedness and guidance, while at the same time prompting severance from 
supportive contacts and stabilizing influences” (Galassi et al., 1997, p. 305).   
By the 1980s and 1990s the advisory concept was very popular, with the 
Carnegie Council for Adolescent Development (1989), the National Middle 
School Association (1995) (now Association for Middle Level Education), and the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals (1996) recommending the 
use of a teacher advocate for every middle and high school student.  Advisories 
were still being promoted through the 2000s, as evidenced by New Visions for 
Public Schools, the largest education reform organization dedicated to improving 
the quality of education children receive in New York City’s public schools, 
Center for School Success publication of a student advisories guide as part of its 
promising practices series (Imbimbo, Morgan, & Plaza, 2009).   
While some high schools have implemented advisories, it remains more 
common to see advisory programming in middle schools than high schools 
(Ayres, 1994; Galassi, Gulledge, & Cox, 1997; Shulkind, 2007).  In the early 1990s, 
school districts and states developed advisory handbooks for middle schools to 
outline the importance of advisory, describe the implementation process, and 
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offer ideas and activities (Allen & Sheppard, 1992; Pitt County Schools, 1993).  In 
their work on advisory programs, Manning and Saddlemire (1998) advocate for 
the use of the middle school advisory concept at the high school level.  The 
Teacher Advisor Program (TAP)—a specific advisory approach—was 
implemented in high schools across the United States in the 1980s and 1990s.  
Florida legislators allocated about 21 million dollars between 1984 and 1989 to 
help fund TAP at the high school level (Myrick & Myrick, 1990). 
Advisory functions and forms 
 Various terminology is used when referring to advisory or advisory-like 
concepts, including advisor-advisee programs, homeroom, home-base, home 
group, the fourth R, teacher-based guidance, teacher-counselor programs, 
teacher advisory groups, and teacher advisor programs (Galassi, Gulledge, & 
Cox, 1997; Myrick & Myrick, 1990; Ziegler, 1993).  As the variety of names 
suggests, there is no universally accepted formal definition for this type of 
program.  Most researchers do agree that advisory programs are organized 
groups comprised of students and a teacher, or other school staff member, who 
meet with some degree of regularity in order to provide a system of 
individualized or personalized support for students (Brown & Anfara, 2001; 
Caswell, 2003; Galassi, Gulledge, & Cox, 1997; Ziegler, 1993).  From school to 
school, however, advisory varies by definition, design, structure, size, and 
activities.  The differences are largely a result of the variety of purposes and 
objectives they set out to reach, and specifically the types of support they wish to 
offer. 
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The literature is rich with studies about purposes and practices of 
advisory programs.  Some scholars have identified programs that are organized 
to enhance personal/social, academic, and career development, which are 
designed to promote student success in school as well as prepare them for post-
secondary options, while others have a stronger emphasis on parental 
involvement and goal setting (Brown & Anfara, 2001; Ziegler, 1993).  Dunham 
and Frome (2002) describe advisory as a program that contains a caring adult 
with knowledge of the curriculum and academic expectations, “who 
understands how to help students and their parents set goals, reviews progress 
being made toward those goals, and meets regularly with students and their 
parents to offer advice” (p. 5).  Other reports describe advisory’s purpose as 
creating smaller, supportive communities within a large school intended to build 
positive relationships between students and teachers in order to ensure that each 
student is “known” by at least one adult in the school building, in the hopes of 
preventing them from falling through the cracks (Carnegie Council on 
Adolescent Development, 1995). 
To facilitate these various objectives, advisories come in a variety of 
compositions, designs, and types.  In perhaps the most comprehensive review of 
advisory programs to date, Galassi, Gulledge, and Cox (1997) identify six types 
of programs and a focus on the primary need the program is designed to serve.  
They categorize two subgroups, with the “affective” subgroup containing four 
types—advocacy, community, skills, and invigoration—and a “cognitive” 
subgroup containing two types—academic and administrative.  The first type 
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within the affective category is advocacy, which is premised on the advisor 
serving as the student’s advocate.  Advocacy advisories put emphasis on one-to-
one conferences and meetings that enable the development of individual 
relationships between advisor and students, in order to develop trust so the 
student feels comfortable talking with the advisor about whatever issue or 
concern they have.  The advisor is empowered to advocate on behalf of the 
student as necessary.  The second type of advisory group is community, which 
stresses group spirit, morale, social relationship building, and a sense of 
belonging.  As discussed above, the high school environment can feel alienating 
and impersonal (Hargreaves, Earl, & Ryan, 1996).  This type of advisory serves to 
oppose the potential for social anonymity and alienation by encouraging 
relationship building among small groups of peers.  The advisor facilitates these 
opportunities by staging activities to build group identity, fostering a sense of 
belonging and community.  The third type of advisory delineated by Galassi et al. 
is aimed at guiding the development of skills, including affective and cognitive 
life skills such as behavior management and decision-making.  They state that 
skills-based advisories may be curriculum-based, focusing on understanding 
one’s self and others, understanding attitudes and behaviors, and honing 
interpersonal, school success and decision-making skills.  According to Myrick 
and Myrick (1990), the advisor in this type of advisory structure “promotes and 
monitors individual students’ educational and developmental experiences” (p. 
17).  The last type of affective advisory program is one that promotes 
invigoration, or an environment and opportunity to relax and disconnect from 
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the academic program of the school.  The authors provide examples such as 
having fun by celebrating birthdays and/or holidays, doing service projects, and 
simply recharging and recovering from the demands of school together. 
 Whereas the affective-based programs emphasized the non-academic 
elements of school, the cognitive programs are designed specifically for academic 
enhancement.  The first cognitive advisory program is actually labeled 
“academic,” which tends to the cognitive needs of the students including 
developing and monitoring study skills and academic performance.  The second, 
administrative, serves to take care of housekeeping needs, like giving students 
school announcements.  While Galassi et al. identified and described these six 
separate types of programs, it is clear from their descriptions that some of them 
inherently overlap (e.g. advocacy and academic) and many schools have 
incorporated and continue to integrate more than one type into their advisory 
program, containing any number of the elements reviewed above to varying 
degrees. 
Advisory designs 
 There does not seem to be consistency in the literature about a maximum 
number of students for advisory to be effective, as some say smaller is better 
while others claim that larger numbers do not impede success.  Some 
recommend advisories consist of a small group of students, 10 to 15 at most, in 
order to have an effective program (Van Hoose, 1989; Ziegler & Mulhall, 1994).  
These researchers suggest that the small size of the group provides an intimate 
environment for students to be able to address concerns.  Conversely, researchers 
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Felner and Shim (1994a) found that advisory groups should be no larger than 30 
students in order to maintain effectiveness.  It is important to note, however, that 
the intentions and purposes underlying the studied programs are presumably 
different, which may be a salient factor in deciding the optimal number of 
student members.  Regardless of the size, however, George (1988) recommends 
that the members of the group stay consistent from year to year. 
 As opposed to the scholarship on size of advisory groups, there is 
consensus about the frequency and length of meetings needed for advisory to be 
effectively implemented.  Specifically, higher levels of implementation (i.e. 
meeting regularly for substantial amounts of time) are necessary for more 
successful outcomes (George, 1988; Caswell, 2003).  Ayres (1994) recommends 
that advisory groups meet five days per week for 20 to 25 minutes each day and 
Felner and Shim (1994a) found that it was crucial for groups to meet for 30 or 
more minutes five days per week.  Frequently scheduled meetings with a length 
of at least 20 minutes demonstrates to students the importance of this guidance 
as part of the greater school curriculum.  It also provides the time to have and 
complete all necessary tasks and discussions. 
 The advisory program and setting offers a more informal, non-academic 
space in school for students to escape and find respite from the academic 
pressures of school.  During advisory there may be opportunities for students to 
discuss issues of importance to them.  The program offers time for teachers to get 
to know students in an informal, nondisciplinary setting and for students to 
connect with a non-academic teacher and develop more, and perhaps closer, 
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relationships with peers.  Having this time may allow these groups to develop 
relationships and/or foster a sense of belonging or community.  The following 
section discloses the relevant literature. 
Effects of advisory 
 While much of this research on advisory has taken place at the middle 
school level, there is relevant, albeit, limited research on advisories at the high 
school level.  As alluded to above, the literature discusses a plethora of positive 
effects of advisories on students at both the middle and high school levels.  
Among them are academic-oriented outcomes, such as increased school 
attendance, greater motivation, better grades and graduation rates, and raised 
test scores (Felner & Shim, 1994a).  There are also social-emotional outcomes, 
such as reduced stress and other mental health issues, increased sense of 
belonging and stronger connections with others at school, in addition to a 
reduction in risky behaviors and disciplinary problems (Espe, 1993).  Many of the 
findings from a study on middle school advisory programs and students’ 
adjustment and academic outcomes conducted by Caswell (2003) confirm this 
research.  Quantitative data from 106,141 sixth, seventh and eighth grade 
students and 3,837 teachers were gathered to measure advisory effects on teacher 
attitudes, student adjustment, and other student academic and social-emotional 
outcomes.  The researcher found that the teachers who participated in high levels 
of advisory programming (30 minutes or more per day) influenced student 
experiences in a number of ways: students felt less stress from the transition to 
middle school, more support from their advisor, less school-related anxiety, less 
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depression, more general self-esteem, more safe at school, more self-efficacy, and 
students also believed advisory was useful.  Though these data were taken from 
middle school-aged adolescents, the findings are still beneficial in understanding 
the potential effectiveness of advisory programs for high school students. 
As illustrated earlier in this literature review in the section on 
relationships, strong, positive in-school relationships between teachers and 
students and among peers are related to academic achievement.  Some studies 
have shown that advisory programs can be an effective means of strengthening 
those student-teacher and student-student relationships.  Poole (2003), for 
example, found advisory programs helpful for student-student and student-
adult relationship building, as well as for improving communication.  
In her dissertation study, Walloff (2011) investigated teachers’ and 
students’ perceptions of a high school advisory program’s impact on academics, 
character development, and teachers’ and students’ sense of connectedness.  
Findings from a single school sample, including 12 teacher interviews and a total 
of 30 students, revealed that there was no impact on students’ grades or other 
measures of academic success, nor was there a direct impact on students’ 
awareness of diversity or on communication among members of the school 
community.  The researcher did find, however, that there was a great impact on 
connectedness: students felt more connected to their teachers and the teachers 
felt more connected to their students. 
 Related to a sense of connectedness is a feeling of belonging to the school 
and, similar to the literature linking advisory and relationships, there is very 
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little extant scholarship on the connection between advisory and a sense of 
school belongingness, and even less within a high school setting.  During the 
examination of scholarship for this literature review, I discovered only two 
relevant studies, both conducted as work for dissertation completion.    
 The first study by Borgeson (2009) investigated the impact of one high 
school’s advisory program, with particular attention to its effect on students’ 
sense of belonging.  Borgeson conducted this mixed methods case study by 
examining archival survey data from ninth and tenth grade students (advisees), 
documents and records pertaining to attendance, tardiness and dropouts, 
disciplinary actions, failure rates, and one year’s advisory evaluation report.  
Though no testing for statistical significance or validity of the survey items were 
conducted, she found that students experienced positive effects in regard to 
relationships, belonging, connections, and academics.  Based on the results, 
Borgeson stated that the majority of students believed the program helped them 
to make connections with students outside current social groups, to develop a 
positive relationship with at least one adult in the building, to gain assistance in 
coping with academic concerns and goals, to grow in self-esteem and self-
confidence, to improve communication skills with teachers, administrators, and 
parents, to develop a variety of leadership skills, to become more involved in 
extracurricular activities, to develop a sense of community within each class, and 
to develop an individual sense of belonging.   
 The second study utilized Galassi, Gulledge and Cox’s (1997) advisory 
typologies—advocacy, skills, community, invigoration, academic, and 
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administrative—as a foundation.  In a study on the relationship between 
advisory, school membership, and school connection, Meloro (2005) surveyed 
1,144 students and 112 teachers from 62 advisory groups at one high school in 
Rhode Island.  She found that, after controlling for student achievement, the 
skills and community building advisories were consistently better predictors of 
students’ sense of school belonging than other types of activities.  This research 
also linked advisory-based relationships to the outcome of students’ sense of 
belonging.  Meloro found that the advisory-based teacher-student relationship 
was the strongest predictor of school belonging.  This is an important study, 
showing that if the advisor and student have a good relationship, the student can 
have a strong sense of school belonging, which is also associated with an increase 
in academic outcomes such as good grades and motivation and a decrease in 
school-related problems. 
 The research on advisory programming has largely contributed to a 
scholarship on student-teacher connections, peer relationships, and a belonging 
to one’s school, mostly at the middle school level.  There is much less extant data 
on advisory programs at the high school level and little, if any, data on the 
impact of advisory programming on the positive development of middle 
adolescents.   
Conclusion 
 The purpose of this review of the literature was to set a stage for the 
present study, an exploration into how Collegiate High School’s advisory 
program promoted ninth grade students’ positive development.  I began by 
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exploring adolescent development through the theoretical frameworks of 
identity development theory as well as the theory of positive youth development, 
which is viewed from a relational developmental systems outlook.  Erikson 
(1968) and Marcia’s (1980) adolescent identity development theories encourage 
us to explore CHS’s ninth grade students through an understanding that 
adolescents in this transitory phase of life are questioning who they are, what 
they want and need, and where they are going in life.  In looking for answers, 
these young people may push personal, institutional, and/or societal boundaries 
and, in fact, are expected to do so in order to find resolution.  The theory of 
positive youth development (Damon, 2004; Lerner, 2005) integrates the 
individual and the relationships they have with the people and various contexts 
in which they move.  This framework serves as a tool for analyzing how the 
advisory program, the advisors, and the students all interact with and impact 
each other, as well as how the CHS administration aims to support the 
adolescents towards thriving through the advisory program.  
 The latter half of this review of the literature served to underscore the 
importance of school-based relationships and for students to develop a sense of 
belonging and connection to school, particularly during the ninth grade year 
when students are transitioning to high school.  One way to offer support of 
students’ positive development—the way CHS has chosen to provide this 
support—is through an advisory program.  While there is ample research on the 
many positive impacts of advisory on students, particularly in middle school, it 
is evident that little research has been conducted on advisory programs and 
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positive development in high school or otherwise.  The present study contributes 
to the current research literature by gathering thorough empirical and qualitative 
data to investigate a high school advisory program’s impact on students’ positive 
development of Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and 
Caring/Compassion. 
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Chapter 3 
Research Methodology and Procedures 
Research Questions 
This research study considers the effects of Collegiate High School’s 
enhanced advisory (EA) program upon ninth grade students’ development 
through a mixed-method design involving quantitative surveys and qualitative 
interviews.  Drawing from positive youth development’s Five Cs Model, the 
following research questions guide this investigation: 
1. What shifts in positive development do CHS students participating in 
enhanced advisory demonstrate over the course of the academic year? 
2. How does the positive youth development of CHS students participating 
in enhanced advisory compare to that of a previous cohort of CHS 
students who participated in traditional advisory? 
3. What is the nature and quality of the advisor-advisee relationships that 
are fostered by the school’s enhanced advisory program?  What role do 
those relationships play in the ways students receive support from their 
advisors? 
4. What is the nature of the group component of the enhanced advisory 
program?  How does it foster relationships between the students?  What 
role does the group component play in the ways students receive support? 
Research Setting 
My familiarity with Collegiate High School (CHS) came about because the 
school commissioned me to conduct an evaluation of the pilot year of their 
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enhanced advisory (EA) program.  I was not connected to Collegiate High School 
(CHS) prior to conducting this program evaluation (which served as the impetus 
for this dissertation study).  In order to learn about Collegiate High School (CHS), 
I conducted over 100 hours of observations and conducted 94 interviews with 
students and staff.  I observed students and staff in academic classes, enhanced 
and traditional advisories, lunch, school meetings, and staff meetings.  As an 
outsider, most of these observations were used to inform my own understanding 
about how CHS functioned, how enhanced advisory worked, and how enhanced 
and traditional advisories were situated within the school as a whole.  (See 
Appendix G for a complete list of the observations conducted for the program 
evaluation.) 
Due to my limited ability to visit the school on advisory days, I was only 
able to observe a total of six enhanced advisory group sessions and four EA 
student-advisor one-to-one meetings.  During EA observations, I paid particular 
attention to group conversations and activities, student groupings, students’ 
physical orientation to each other, peer interactions, student-advisor interactions, 
language used by advisors and students, and tone, manner, and content of 
conversations (Patton, 2002).  The observations of EA provided insight into the 
functioning of enhanced advisory, how advisors and students interacted with 
each other, and the tone and climate of the individual advisories.  In advisor-
student meetings, I was attentive to the student’s and advisor’s orientation to 
each other and the tone, manner, and content of conversations.  Being present for 
individual advisor-student meetings allowed me to observe the kinds of 
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questions advisors asked students and ways students responded to their 
advisors.  These observations were not formally analyzed for the present study, 
but they informed my perception of CHS, EA, students, and faculty. 
In addition to observations, I also conducted 94 interviews with a variety 
of students and staff, only 54 of which were utilized in the formal analysis of this 
study.  Rather, the non-analyzed 40 interviews informed my own understanding 
of CHS, traditional and enhanced advisories, students, and staff.  I conducted 
three group interviews in Spring 2012 each consisting of three different ninth 
grade students in traditional advisory (TA), 40 individual interviews in Spring 
2013 with ninth grade students in enhanced advisory, individual interviews with 
the seven TA advisors in Spring 2012 and Spring 2013, individual interviews 
with the seven EA advisors in Spring 2012, Fall 2012, and Spring 2013, eight 
group interviews with tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grade students in Spring 2013, 
and individual interviews with 10 members of the CHS staff and faculty in 
Spring 2012 and Spring 2013.  Only the interviews with the 40 students in EA 
and interviews with the seven EA advisors from Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 are 
analyzed in the present study; all other interviews were used to help me 
understand CHS better. 
Site: Collegiate High School 
 Collegiate High School (CHS) is an elite independent high school located 
in California.  It is comprised of a diverse student body from a variety of racial, 
ethnic, religious, and economic backgrounds.  During the two academic years in 
which this study was being conducted, students of color made up approximately 
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40% of the student body and approximately one fifth of the student body 
received financial assistance to subsidize the over $30,000 annual tuition.  As of 
2012, CHS had over $60 million in net assets and the annual total functional 
expenses equaled over $18 million.  
 CHS is one of California’s most highly selective, academically rigorous 
independent secondary schools (“Best Private High Schools”, 2015).  Students 
want to shine and perform well academically, evidenced through this 
researcher’s interviews with CHS students, administrators, and faculty.  CHS 
students also strive to be accomplished at extracurricular activities, with high 
participation in school sports, plays, music bands, and various art media.  The 
CHS mission and philosophy express the school’s commitment to its students’ 
intellectual, psychological, and emotional growth.  They also indicate the 
school’s attention to supporting the development of student-teacher and peer 
relationships. 
Description of traditional advisory 
 For over 20 years, all CHS students have participated in traditional 
advisory (TA).  The advisory cohorts and the group time they spent together 
were called “cluster.”  Each cluster was composed of approximately 10 students 
from the same grade and one or two advisors.  The advising clusters consisted of 
students that the Director of Admissions purposefully placed together based on 
their interests, personalities, and temperaments.  Clusters met weekly on Friday 
mornings for a 40-minute period.  Activities ranged from eating snack, hanging 
out and relaxing, engaging in formal or informal whole group and small group 
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conversations, playing games, watching videos, doing homework, and making 
announcements.  TA advisors and students had individual meetings during 
school, but outside of cluster, twice per year: once in the middle of the first 
semester and once after report cards were issued at the beginning of the second 
semester.  At the beginning of the year, interested ninth grade students and some 
CHS staff participated in a one-day retreat to get to know each other.  They spent 
the morning as a whole group engaged in team-building activities and the 
afternoon at a ropes course in their cluster groups.  This retreat began the 
bonding process for advisory clusters.  Also toward the beginning of the school 
year, TA advisors met with parents of their advisees on back-to-school night 
without the advisee present. 
Historically, CHS teacher or staff members would volunteer to fill open 
TA advisor positions in addition to teaching a full time course load of five 
academic and/or elective courses or working full time in a support service or 
administrative position.  The number of years advisors stayed with their cluster 
varied.  Some advisors worked with a cluster of students in the ninth grade and 
followed that group through the four years of high school.  Sometimes they 
moved with their cluster from ninth to tenth grade and then passed the cluster 
along to another advisor for eleventh and twelfth grades.  Advisors did not 
receive any training on how to be an advisor, such as how to use cluster time 
with their advisees or how to have one-on-one conversations with students.  For 
a period of time, advisors received a handbook on tools and strategies, but it had 
not been distributed to new advisors since the school went “paperless” four 
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years before this study was conducted and it had not ever been distributed 
electronically.  Class deans determined each grade’s advising program and 
direction each year and provided advisors with advising ideas, suggestions, and 
strategies as they wished.   
Changing traditional advisory 
Fifteen years after the advisory program was first introduced, a 
convergence of two evaluations and one subsequent school-wide conversation 
about priorities contributed to the desire for changing advisory.  First, an 
evaluation conducted by the California Association of Independent Schools 
(CAIS) in 2008 resulted in both commendations and recommendations for CHS.  
Commendations were offered to the students for taking pleasure in their studies 
and in their growing prowess as learners, to the teachers for teaching at a 
consistently high level with rigorous academic standards, and to the school for 
comprehensive attention to improving student experience, as well as taking steps 
to reduce student stress levels.  Their recommendations included further 
developing an advisory system to “help realize the promise of every student” (as 
stated in the mission), looking at sources of undo stress and modifying programs 
and practices as needed; and examining institutional practices, staffing, and 
programs that promote success of all members.   
Around the same time, Dr. Denise Pope of Stanford’s Stressed Out 
Students (SOS, now called Challenge Success), which attempts to identify and 
counter the causes of academic stress and increase student health and integrity, 
surveyed the student body at CHS.  In regard to students’ perceived levels of 
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stress, the SOS survey found that approximately 60% of student stress at CHS 
could be attributed to academics, about 35% to extra curricular activities, and 
about 5% to social issues.  When students experienced stress about academics 
they were generally concerned about tests, and they were more stressed about 
the work it took to prepare for the tests than the outcomes of the tests themselves.  
From three specific items, the survey uncovered what the school ended up 
calling “the problem with the 24%.”  When asked about their comfort with the 
social atmosphere at school, 76% indicated feeling comfortable, while 24% 
indicated not feeling comfortable.  The survey also measured students’ academic 
engagement; identifying 71% of students feeling fully engaged while 24% were 
just “doing school” (Pope, 2001).  Finally, the survey asked students if they 
needed help, inquiring if there was at least one adult they could go to for support.  
Seventy-four percent said yes, 24% said no.  While it was not the same set of 
students that comprised the 24% from each survey item, it is still notable that 
approximately one quarter of the students responded negatively to each question.
 As a result of these survey data, the Dean of Students engaged faculty, 
school staff, parents, and students in a conversation to identify successful 
components of (traditional) advisory, to suggest new ideas for what the advising 
program could offer, and to prioritize their preferences.  Through this effort the 
dean hoped to articulate the advisory program’s intentions: what competencies, 
skills, and characteristics they hoped the students would develop and, 
consequently, what kind of support they would offer students.  Ultimately, 
participants’ responses were grouped in to four priorities: community, one-on-
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one relationship, skill development, and recharge.  Using these priorities, they 
developed the six core competencies—integrity, connection, community, self-
care, self-awareness, and scholarship—with the ultimate goal of helping students 
to, as the Dean of Students said, “leave CHS with a solid understanding of their 
capabilities as students, citizens, and people.  We owe them an education that 
fosters learning in and out of the classroom so that they can lead sustainable and 
meaningful lives.”  Appendix A offers a full list of competencies and associated 
student habits CHS developed as a guide for the new advisory program. 
Description of enhanced advisory 
 CHS implemented enhanced advisory (EA) for the first time with the 
2012–13 ninth grade class.  Like the traditional advisory program described 
above, advisory cohorts and the group time they spent together were called 
“cluster.”  The Director of Admissions, with the input of the Dean of Students, 
purposefully placed students in specific clusters based on their interests, 
personalities, and temperaments.  Each EA group was comprised of 13 students, 
in contrast to TA, which had approximately 10.   
With the implementation of EA, the 2012–13 ninth grade class advisors 
were explicitly charged with providing individualized academic, social, and 
emotional support for each of their advisees and supporting the development of 
each cluster’s sense of community through a structured advisory program.  
Unlike the process for filling open TA advisor positions, the CHS administration 
developed and distributed a description of the EA advisor role and conducted a 
formal hiring process among the faculty to “hire” new ninth grade advisors.  (See 
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Appendix B for a full description of the EA advisor role as it was conceived 
before the beginning of enhanced advisory’s implementation.)  While this study 
was being conducted it was hoped that EA advisors would follow their cluster 
through the four years of high school.  Unlike TA advisors who were either 
school administrative staff or teachers, all EA advisors during the year of this 
study were content teachers. Additionally, each advisor received course release 
in order to give them time to fulfill their advising responsibilities.  Therefore, 
rather than teaching five courses they taught four courses and advising served as 
their fifth “teaching” responsibility.   
All EA advisors attended a weeklong training in the 2012 summer 
organized and run by the Dean of Students and the advisor coach.  (The advisor 
coach position was created in place of a class dean.)  The topic for the first day of 
the training was “Big Picture.”  In the morning, the two advisors who were new 
to CHS met for a new faculty orientation.  In the afternoon, all advisors met to 
introduce themselves to each other, discuss expectations for the EA program 
itself, and start a conversation about the roles they would be playing as EA 
advisors.  On the second day, the group met to discuss ninth grade broadly and 
and ninth graders at CHS specifically.  The morning began by discussing 
adolescent development and then the advisors heard from the Director of 
Admissions about this particular ninth grade class.  The Dean of Students and 
advisor coach finished the morning session by introducing the advisor coach role 
and discussing with the advisors everybody’s expectations around coaching.  In 
the afternoon, advisors met individually with the Director of Admissions and 
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advisor coach to discuss their advisees and began writing introduction notes to 
send to their advisees.  The third day’s topic was “Communication.”  The Dean 
of Students started with a session on working with parents and then she and the 
advisor coach introduced a preliminary calendar for the first few weeks of the 
Fall Semester.  In the afternoon, advisors continued to meet individually with the 
Director of Admissions and advisor coach to learn about their advisees.  The 
fourth day, “Programs and Systems,” started with a presentation by the 
community service learning and health team.  The second half of the morning 
was spent discussing how to implement certain systems, such as how to use the 
school’s database for keeping track of and communicating with school staff 
about students.  The advisor training did not continue through the afternoon.  
Finally, on the fifth day, the Stanley King Counseling Institute facilitated training 
on deep listening, which the institute referred to as “counseling skills for non-
counselors.”  The support EA advisors received continued throughout the school 
year.  EA advisors attended Friday afternoon meetings with each other and the 
advisor coach, and advisors had ongoing individual formal and informal 
meetings with the advisor coach throughout the school year. 
Before the school year began, most ninth grade students in EA went on 
the annual ninth grade retreat where they participated in ropes course activities, 
as the students in TA did in years prior.  During Fall Semester EA groups met 
three times per week: on Monday and Wednesday afternoons, as well as Friday 
mornings (which was the regularly scheduled advisory time in which all CHS 
students participated).  Partway through the semester the Wednesday meeting 
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time became optional because it conflicted with many students’ school-based 
after school activities such as sports, music, and theater.  By Spring Semester, 
Monday advisories became a quasi study hall where students could begin their 
homework individually or with other students.  Some students also reported that 
sometimes their advisors would allow them to exercise their “off campus 
privileges” and not require attendance at Monday advisory. Each Friday 
throughout the year a different student brought a snack for the group and 
students and the advisor spent the time eating, relaxing, and hanging out.  
Mostly on Fridays, though sometimes on Mondays, EA groups engaged in a 
variety of activities, including playing group games like Family Feud, Charades, 
Pictionary, and Apples to Apples.  They also participated in group ice breakers 
and team-building activities, like sharing their personal “spirit animal,” playing 
“How well do you know your cluster-mate?” and doing a Highs and Lows 
activity where participants shared one positive and one negative aspect of their 
week.  Occasionally, advisory was spent having informal whole group 
conversations (often about stress levels), as well as more structured learning and 
skill development led by the advisors (such as study habits and metacognition).  
Some of advisory time was spent making and hearing announcements. 
Whereas TA advisors and students met a minimum of two times for 
individual meetings during the school year, EA advisors and students met for at 
least four individual mandatory meetings during school outside of cluster.  
Throughout the school year these meetings took place in the middle of the first 
quarter, at the beginning of second term after first term progress reports were 
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issued, after report cards were distributed at the beginning of the second 
semester, and after third quarter progress reports were distributed.  To prepare 
for the latter three meetings, advisors asked their advisees to complete a grade 
reflection worksheet during advisory at the end of each term.  It asked students 
to provide an expected grade for each of their courses and then explain why they 
expected to receive that grade.  After receiving their grades, students reported 
the actual grade on the worksheet and reflected on the accuracy of their 
estimate—whether it was close to what they thought their grade would be and 
explain why or why not.   
Research Design 
This study followed the convergence model of a mixed methods 
triangulation design.  The mixed methods triangulation design is a single phase 
design in which the researcher collects complementary quantitative and 
qualitative data concurrently on the same topic during the same time period 
(Morse, 1991).  In the convergence model, which represents the traditional model 
of the triangulation design, the researcher converges the separate quantitative 
and qualitative results during the interpretation of the data.  The rationale for 
using this approach is that both the quantitative and qualitative data carry equal 
weight which, after analysis, provides the opportunity to have valid and well-
substantiated conclusions about a single phenomenon (Creswell, 1999; Creswell 
& Clark, 2007).  As will be discussed later in this chapter, quantitative data 
collected reflected all five Cs of the Five Cs Model (Competence, Confidence, 
Connection, Character, and Caring/Compassion), while qualitative data 
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collection emphasized student and advisor perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors 
as they related to the Connection and Caring/Compassion Cs.  Therefore, this 
study’s qualitative data most aptly and effectively converged with quantitative 
data on Connection and Caring/Compassion, which will be further discussed in 
Chapter 7.   
The quantitative and qualitative data utilized for the present study were 
collected during the 2011-12 and 2012-13 academic years to evaluate Collegiate 
High School’s (CHS’s) enhanced advisory (EA) pilot year (2012-13), a project 
commissioned by the CHS administration and board of trustees prior to the 
commencement of this dissertation study (CRC IRB 2871X).  Quantitative data 
were collected from both cohorts of students utilizing a single survey tool.  
Qualitative data gathered consisted of individual interviews, which were 
conducted with EA advisors from Spring 2012 through Spring 2013 and from 
students in enhanced advisory in Spring 2013.   
Quantitative data collection 
As mentioned previously in this chapter, all data utilized in this study 
were initially collected for a CHS-commissioned advisory program evaluation.  
As such, the survey tool was developed to measure the impact of enhanced 
advisory (EA) on the 2012-13 ninth grade students (treatment group) based on 
the school’s internally developed core competencies: integrity, connection, 
community, self-care, self-awareness, and scholarship.  It drew upon 19 
previously developed and validated scales whose items aligned with habits 
within one or more core competencies.  (See Appendix C for a complete list of 
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the 19 scales used in the original survey.)  Prior to the implementation of each set 
of surveys, letters of informed assent or consent were sent home to students and 
parents, respectively, and families were given the opportunity to refuse 
participation.  The survey tool was administered a total of three times: to the 
students in traditional advisory (TA) at the end of the academic year in May, 
2012 and to students in enhanced advisory at the beginning of the academic year 
in September, 2012 and again at the end of the academic year in May, 2013.  
Because CHS requested program evaluation support in the middle of the 2011-12 
academic year, there was no opportunity to administer a pre-survey to students 
in TA in September, 2011. 
Sample 
The sample for this research study consisted of Collegiate High School 
(CHS) 2012-13 ninth grade students who participated in enhanced advisory 
(treatment group) and their advisors, as well as 2011-12 ninth grade students 
who participated in traditional advisory (comparison group).  The quantitative 
survey asked both groups of students to self-report their gender, race, and socio-
economic status (SES).  The sample, which was different for each quantitative 
research question, is further described here.   
Research question 1.  Research question 1 asks, “What shifts in positive 
development do CHS students participating in (EA) demonstrate over the course 
of the academic year?”  EA students were asked to complete the survey at the 
beginning of the academic year on their own time after school (Fall 2012, Time 1), 
which yielded a response rate of 76% and at the end of the academic year on 
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their own time after school (Spring 2013, Time 2), which yielded a response rate 
of 59%.  Ultimately, 32 students’ pre- and post-survey scores were used (n = 32).   
Of the 32 EA students included in these analyses, approximately 66% 
were female.  Approximately 75% of the students identified as white, 16% as 
multi-racial, and 9% as Asian/Pacific Islander.  In terms of socio-economic status, 
approximately 22% of this group of students identified as upper class, 62% as 
upper-middle class, 13% as middle class and 3% as lower-middle class. 
Research question 2.  Research question 2 asks, “How does the positive 
youth development of CHS students participating in EA compare to that of a 
previous cohort of CHS students who participated in TA?”  To answer this 
question, EA students (treatment) were asked to complete the survey on their 
own time after school, which yielded a response rate of 59%, and TA students 
(comparison) were asked to complete the survey at school during advisory, 
which yielded a response rate of 100%.  EA students’ end-of-year scores (n = 55) 
were compared to TA students’ end-of-year scores (n = 96).   
Of the 55 EA students (treatment) who completed the end-of-year survey, 
approximately 47% were female and 20% declined to answer.  Approximately 
56% of these students identified as white, 13% as Asian/Pacific Islander, 11% as 
multi-racial, and 20% as “other”.  Approximately 16% of this group of students 
identified as upper class, 45% as upper-middle class, 16% as middle class, 2% as 
lower-middle class, and 20% did not report their socio-economic class. 
Approximately 53% of TA students (comparison) who completed the 
survey were female and about 5% of the students did not report their gender.  
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Approximately 45% of this group of students identified as white, 28% as 
Asian/Pacific Islander, 15% as multi-racial, 3% as African American/black, and 
3% as Latino, and 8% as “other”.  In regards to socio-economic class, 
approximately 21% of the 2011-2012 ninth grade students identified as upper 
class, 41% as upper-middle class, 20% as middle class, 4% as lower-middle class, 
7% as working class, and 7% declined to answer.   
Survey tool measures 
The scales for the survey tool were chosen to measure the impact of 
enhanced advisory (EA) on participating ninth grade students based on the 
school’s internally developed core competencies of integrity, connection, 
community, self-care, self-awareness, and scholarship.  Therefore, for the 
purpose of the present study, I reorganized the 16 reliable measures to align with 
the competencies of positive youth development’s (PYD’s) Five Cs Model: 
Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring/Compassion.  To 
do this, I compared what the 16 scales were proposed to measure to each of the 
Five Cs and what they aim to represent, based on the research on each scale as 
well as the scholarship on the Five Cs.  Each scale is described below, organized 
by the Five Cs.  (Appendix C provides a detailed summary of the measures.) 
Competence.  Recall from Chapter 2 that PYD describes the Competence C 
as a positive view of one’s actions in domain specific areas including social, 
academic, cognitive, and vocational.  Social competence pertains to interpersonal 
skills (e.g., conflict resolution). Cognitive competence pertains to cognitive 
abilities (e.g., decision making).  School grades, attendance, and test scores are 
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part of academic competence. Vocational competence involves work habits and 
career choice explorations, including entrepreneurship.  I used problem solving 
behaviors, interpersonal and problem solving skills, intrinsic motivation to know, 
and extrinsic motivation - external regulation measures to gauge students’ 
Competence.  Grades were not used as one of the Competences measures. 
Problem solving behaviors.  One measure used to assess the role EA played 
in fostering participating students’ Competence was a problem-solving construct 
from the “California Healthy Kids Survey” (Hanson & Kim, 2007).  This three-
item scale measured students’ problem-solving skills and behaviors involving 
planning, flexibility, and resourcefulness.  Items such as “I know where to go for 
help with a problem” and “I work out my problems by talking or writing about 
them” were included in the survey, and students responded using a Likert-type 
scale (1 = not at all like me, 5 = very much like me). 
 Interpersonal and problem solving skills.  The Interpersonal and Problem 
Solving Skills subscale from Moely, Sterett, Ilustre, Miron, and McFarland’s 
(2002) “Civic Attitudes and Skills Questionnaire” is a 12-item measure and 
includes statements such as “I can work cooperatively with a group of people” 
and “I try to find effective ways of solving problems.” Students responded using 
a Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 
Intrinsic motivation to know.  The “Academic Motivation Scale” (Vallerand 
et al., 1992), was created to measure intrinsic motivation, or students’ sense of 
curiosity, learning goals, and intrinsic intellectuality.  This four-item scale 
included items such as “I work hard in school because I experience pleasure and 
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satisfaction in learning new things” and “I work hard in school because my 
studies allow me to continue to learn about many things that interest me.”  
Students responded using a Likert-type scale (1 = not at all like me, 5 = very 
much like me). 
 Extrinsic motivation - external regulation.  The Extrinsic Motivation – 
External Regulation subscale from Vallerand et al.’s (1993) “Academic 
Motivation Scale” measures students’ behaviors implemented as means to an 
end, not for their own sake.  This construct specifically explores the extent to 
which students are motivated through external means.  This four-item measure 
included items such as “I work hard in order to obtain a more prestigious job 
later on” and “I work hard in school in order to have a better salary later on” to 
which students respond using a Likert-type scale (1 = not at all like me, 5 = very 
much like me). 
Confidence.  The Confidence C is explained as an internal sense of overall 
positive self-worth and self-efficacy, as well as one’s global self-regard, as 
opposed to domain specific beliefs.  To measure students’ Confidence, I used 
constructs that measured students’ sense of their own personal growth initiative 
and resilience. 
 Personal growth initiative.  Robitschek’s (1998) “Personal Growth Initiative 
Scale” measures the cognitive components of self-efficacy, including beliefs, 
attitudes and values that support personal growth, as well as behavioral 
components, which put the cognitions related to growth into practice.  For 
example, a cognition item is “I know how to change specific things that I want to 
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change in my life” and a behavior item is “If I want to change something in my 
life, I initiate the transition process.”  It is a nine-item self-report measure in 
which students responded using a Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = 
strongly agree). 
 Resilience.  The “Adapted Resilience Scale” (Wagnild & Young, 1993) is a 
14-item self-report scale that measures a person’s capacity to live a full and 
rewarding life.  Students responded to items such as “I feel that I can handle 
many things at a time,” “My life has meaning,” and “I can usually find 
something to laugh about” using a Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = 
strongly agree). 
Connection.  PYD describes Connection as positive bonds with people and 
institutions that are reflected in bidirectional exchanges between the individual 
and peers, family, school, and community in which both parties contribute to the 
relationship.  To measure students’ Connection to CHS, I used measures on sense 
of community, trust, collective efficacy, advisor personal support, and advisor 
academic support. 
 Community.  One scale used to assess the role of EA in fostering students’ 
sense of Connection was the “Classroom Community Scale” (Rovai, 2002), which 
measures the students’ sense of community in a learning environment.  The 10 
connection items from this measure, which include statements such as “I feel that 
students in my class/school care about each other” and “I feel connected to 
others in my class/school,” were adapted to refer to advisory cluster rather than 
class/school and included in the survey.  Students responded using a Likert-type 
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scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 
 Trust.  Flanagan, Cumsille, Gill & Gallay’s (2007) “Sense of Community 
Connectedness Scale” identifies a sense of community connectedness as a sense 
that trust, inclusion, and collective efficacy characterize the people who make up 
their community.  The Trust subscale consists of four items, measuring whether 
students feel there were adults in the school community that they could trust, 
responding to items such as “In my school, there are people I can ask for help 
when I need it” and “In my school, people trust each other.”  Students responded 
using a Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 
 Collective efficacy.  Also from Flanagan, Cumsille, Gill & Gallay’s (2007) 
“Sense of Community Connectedness Scale,” the Collective Efficacy subscale 
measured students’ sense of being able to work together.  It consisted of items 
such as “In general, people in my school work together to solve our problems” 
and “In my school, you can ask the student government to get a problem solved.”  
Students responded using a Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly 
agree). 
 Advisor personal support.  Van Ryzin, Gravely, and Roseth’s (2009) 
“Classroom Life Scale” includes a construct measuring students’ sense of 
Teacher Personal Support, which is a measure adapted from Johnson and 
Johnson’s (1983) “Classroom Life Instrument.”  It is comprised of four items that 
measure the student’s belief that the teacher cares about and likes one as a 
person, such as “My advisor likes me as much as she/he likes other students” 
and “My advisor cares about my feelings.”  The items were adapted for this 
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survey by substituting “advisor” for “teacher” and students responded using a 
Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 
 Advisor academic support.  Students’ sense of connection was also assessed 
through the Teacher Academic Support subscale from Van Ryzin, Gravely, and 
Roseth’s (2009) “Classroom Life Scale”.  It measures the student’s belief that the 
teacher cares about how much she/he learns and wishes to help her/him learn.  
It includes items such as “My teacher cares about how much I learn” and “My 
teacher wants me to do my best in school.”  The items were adapted for this 
survey by substituting “advisor” for “teacher” and students responded using a 
Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 
 Character.  The Character C is explained as respect for societal and 
cultural rules, possession of standards for correct behaviors, a sense of right and 
wrong (morality), and integrity.  I measured students’ Character with the 
constructs of grit, ethical identity, moral disengagement, and academic behaviors. 
 Grit.  Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews & Kelly (2007) define grit as 
perseverance and passion for long-term goals, which entails working strenuously 
toward challenges, maintaining effort and interest over years despite failure, 
adversity, and plateaus in progress.  Interested in CHS’s students’ commitment 
to tasks over time, this study utilized their 22-item “Grit Survey,” which includes 
items such as “I aim to be the best in the world at what I do” and “I am doggedly 
persistent.”  Students responded using a Likert-type scale (1 = not at all like me, 
5 = very much like me). 
 Ethical identity.  The Ethical Identity subscale from Narvaez, Bock & 
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Vaydich’s (2008) “Commitment to Ethical Goodness” measure was developed for 
use in measuring students’ sense of their own ethical identity.  It is a nine-item 
self-report scale, including items such as “People at school think I’m a good 
person” and “I am a good person with my friends.”  The Likert-type scale used 
to respond to these statements was adapted to match the other scales (1 = 
strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 
 Moral disengagement.  Wangaard & Stephens’s (2009) “Academic 
Motivation and Integrity Survey” is designed to provide schools with 
information and analysis of student perceptions, beliefs, and behaviors related to 
academic integrity at their school. The Moral Disengagement subscale includes 
items such as “It is alright to cheat to help your friends” and “If students have 
bad teachers they cannot be blamed for cheating.”  Students respond to this 7-
item construct using a Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 
 Academic behaviors.  Also from Wangaard & Stephens’s (2009) “Academic 
Motivation and Integrity Survey,” the Academic Behaviors subscale is a nine-
item scale where students respond to statements such as “By hand or in person: 
Copied all or part of another student’s homework and submitted it as your own” 
and “Got questions or answers from someone who has already taken a test” 
using a Likert-type scale (1 = never, 5 = almost daily). 
Caring/compassion.  PYD describes the Caring/Compassion C as a sense 
of sympathy and empathy for others.  I applied an empathy construct to measure 
students’ capacity for caring/compassion. 
 Empathy.  Hanson and Kim’s (2007) empathy construct from the 
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“California Healthy Kids Survey” was used to assess the role EA played in 
promoting participating students’ sense of caring and compassion.  This three-
item scale measured students’ sense of empathy through items such as “I try to 
understand what other people go through” and “I feel bad when others get their 
feelings hurt.”  Students responded using a Likert-type scale (1 = not at all like 
me, 5 = very much like me). 
 Demographic variables.  The survey also asked students to self-report 
demographic variables, including gender, race/ethnicity, and socio-economic 
status (SES).  For gender, students were given the option of choosing “female” or 
“male”; race/ethnicity offered the options of “Asian,” “black,” “Latino/a,” 
“white,” “multi-racial,” or “other;” and socio-economic status categories 
included “upper,” “upper-middle,” “middle,” “lower-middle,” or “working.”  
CHS 2012-13 ninth grade students (treatment group) were also asked to indicate 
who their advisor was as well as their birthday. 
Quantitative data analysis 
 After all data were collected, I examined the original raw data by 
reviewing the raw data tables for irregular answers and erroneous entries.  Two 
questions were asked twice on the survey, so I removed the answers provided 
the second time.  To test whether each of the original 19 constructs in the 
program evaluation survey tool were free from random error, I conducted 
internal consistency reliability analyses on SPSS for each measure.  A Cronbach’s 
α score of .7 is generally considered to be indicative of acceptable internal 
consistency reliability (Peterson, 1994).  Three of the scales—intercultural 
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communication, self-awareness, and cooperation and communication—revealed 
Cronbach’s α values less than .7 and were not used in further quantitative 
analyses for this dissertation study.  Cronbach’s α scores for each of the 16 
measures are in Appendix C. 
To quantitatively analyze the effects enhanced advisory (EA) had on CHS 
ninth grade students, I explored research questions 1 and 2, which ask: 
1. What shifts in positive development do CHS students participating in 
enhanced advisory demonstrate over the course of the academic year? 
2. How does the positive youth development of CHS students participating 
in enhanced advisory compare to that of a previous cohort of CHS 
students who participated in traditional advisory? 
The two questions necessitated two different sets of analyses. 
Research question 1 
Recall from the description of the sample that 71 EA students completed 
the survey at the beginning of the academic year (Fall 2012, Time 1) and 55 
students completed the survey at the end of the academic year (Spring 2013, 
Time 2).  Approximately 25 students’ surveys at Time 1 or Time 2 were discarded 
for not answering more than half of the survey questions, not indicating their 
birthday, or not writing their advisor’s name.  Then, with the remaining pre- and 
post-surveys, scores from students who completed the survey at the outset of the 
year (Time 1) were paired with their scores at the end of the school year (Time 2).  
Because the surveys were completed anonymously, I matched students’ scores 
on the pre- and post-surveys using the birthdays and cluster groups students 
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submitted in the surveys.  Ultimately, 32 students’ pre- and post-survey scores 
were paired together (n = 32).  
 I conducted paired samples t-tests to investigate how the EA students’ 
mean scores on each of the 16 measures changed between Fall 2012 and Spring 
2013, as well as one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) to see whether mean 
scores on measures at the end of the academic year varied by advisory group.  To 
conduct the ANOVAs, the 32 student participants were classified into their 
advisories: advisory 1 (n = 7), advisory 2 (n = 6), advisory 3 (n = 5), advisory 4 (n 
= 2), advisory 5 (n = 4), advisory 6 (n = 5), and advisory 7 (n = 3).  As mentioned 
previously in this chapter, students were not randomly assigned to their groups; 
they were placed into them by CHS administrators.  However, there is no reason 
the groups should not be considered equivalent.  Results from these analyses are 
reported in the next chapter. 
Research question 2 
 I conducted a series of analyses, including independent samples t-tests 
and ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions, to investigate the EA ninth grade 
students’ (treatment group) Five Cs-related attitudes, mindsets, and behaviors 
collected in Spring 2013 to the previous ninth grade cohort (comparison group) 
collected in Spring 2012.   
I fit unconditional OLS regression models for each of the 16 measures, 
with students’ scores on each spring measure as the dependent variables.  After 
fitting the unconditional model with Spring 2013 scores as the outcome variable, 
I then built a baseline control model by adding a number of demographic 
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predictor variables such as gender, race/ethnicity, and socio-economic status 
(SES) scores on the tested measure.  I then added to the model the question 
predictor of interest: students’ membership in either the treatment group or the 
comparison group.  It is important to note that because one fifth of the EA 
students did not complete the demographic variable information, including 
gender, I created a dummy variable, Gender (resp), which allowed me to 
consider the role of gender in the OLS regressions by comparing students who 
identified as male to those who identified as female or did not respond to the 
prompt at all and, likewise, by comparing students who identified as female to 
their peers who identified as either male or did not respond to the prompt. 
I modeled each of the 16 outcomes separately.  An example of the final 
fitted model is: 
Trusti = B0 + B1Groupi + B2Gender (resp)i + B3Femalei + B4Black/Latinoi + 
B5Asian/Pacific Islanderi + B6SESi + εi  
where: 
• B0 is the intercept parameter 
• B1Groupi represents the effects of group affiliation, whether the student 
was in the EA or TA program 
• B2—B6 represent the effects of demographic predictors on the outcome 
o B2G_responsei represents students who responded to the gender 
item 
o B3Femalei represents students who identified as female 
o B4Black/Latinoi represents students who identified as Black, Latino, 
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or multi-racial 
o B5Asian/Pacific Islanderi represents students who identified as 
Asian/Pacific Islander 
o B6SESi represents the demographic variable socio economic status, 
which was measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale, with “1” being 
upper class and “5” being lower/working class. 
• εi represents the random effects for each adolescent 
Results from these analyses are reported in the next chapter. 
Qualitative data collection 
 As described in this chapter’s Research Setting section, qualitative data for 
the present study, like the quantitative data, were taken from previously 
collected data for a CHS-commissioned EA program evaluation.  (The qualitative 
data consisted of over 100 hours of observation and 94 interviews with students 
and staff.)  Data from interviews with 40 EA students and seven EA advisors are 
analyzed in the present study.  Student interviews were conducted over the 
course of two three-week increments with the first in March, 2013 and the second 
in April, 2013 and advisors interviews were conducted in September, 2012 and 
April, 2013.  Both student and advisor interview protocols were developed with 
the purpose of broadly investigating their impressions of EA, namely the 
advisor-advisee relationship, peer relationships, and the group component of 
advisory.  As such, there are ample data from EA student and advisor interviews 
to investigate this study’s research questions.  While comparing the experiences 
of students in EA to students in TA may have enriched the qualitative data and, 
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therefore, this study’s findings, time prevented me from being able to analyze 
more of the gathered data.  Although much of the interview data and all of the 
observational data originally collected for the program evaluation are not 
analyzed for the present study, some of them informed the writing of Chapter 1 
and the Research Setting section earlier in this chapter.  
Interviews 
 The interviews conducted with 40 ninth grade enhanced advisory 
students and their seven advisors are used here in order to understand their 
respective perceptions and experiences of the advisor-advisee relationship along 
with the nature of the group component of advisory and the development of 
peer connections and relationships.  In this study, a total of 59 individual 
interviews with 47 members of the Collegiate High School (CHS) community are 
analyzed.  
The interviews for both students and adult staff used semi-structured 
protocols to allow participants to express their thoughts, feelings and opinions 
on the relevant topics, rather than be limited to the interview protocol questions 
only.  Influenced by the “truly open-ended question” (Patton, 2002, p. 353), all 
interview protocols began with a very broad open-ended question, allowing for 
the participants to describe their experiences in their own words, manner, and 
style.  Consistent with a semi-structured approach, the subsequent questions 
were used as a guide during the interviews to investigate more specific 
experiences, relationships, and development as affected by advising in greater 
depth.  More details about the content of the questions are described in the 
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following two sections.   
Prior to each interview, all participants and students’ families were asked 
to read a letter of informed consent or assent, they were informed of their rights 
as participants in the study, encouraged to ask questions, and given the 
opportunity to refuse participation.  All participants understood that their names 
and identifying characteristics would not appear in any reports so as to protect 
confidentiality.  They were informed they had the right to terminate participation 
in the study at any time without penalty. 
All interviews took place at CHS during students’ and staff members’ free 
periods and/or lunch, so as to not disrupt classroom instruction time.  All 
interviews, except for one, were digitally audio-recorded.  One participant in one 
interview requested to not be recorded so hand-written notes were taken instead.  
To ensure confidentiality, interviews have been kept on a private laptop that 
requires a password to access. 
Student interviews.  I conducted one-to-one face-to-face qualitative 
interviews with 40 ninth grade students from the 2012-13 academic year in 
March and April 2013 to inquire about enhanced advisory.  I emailed all 94  
2012-13 ninth grade students requesting an interview.  The students who 
responded to my email (a response rate of approximately 60%) were the students 
I interviewed.  I asked them about their impressions of cluster, experiences in EA, 
how they perceived their advisor, their relationship with and support received 
from their advisor, as well as about their relationships with and sense of 
connection to other students in cluster.  (See Appendix D for the 2012-13 ninth 
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grade EA student interview protocol.)  Each interview lasted approximately 25 to 
40 minutes. 
Advisor interviews.  All enhanced advisory (EA) advisors were 
interviewed twice, first in Fall 2012 and second in Spring 2013.  By interviewing 
them at different phases of their advisor roles, I hoped to gain an understanding 
of changes in their impressions of the program, their sense of self-efficacy, and 
their perceptions of their relationships with students and students with each 
other over time.  Each EA advisor interview was conducted individually. 
I interviewed all seven ninth grade EA advisors individually on the phone 
at the beginning of the 2012-13 school year in September 2012.  I asked them 
questions about their impressions of the summer advisor training, their 
impressions of the impetus for and the goals of EA, and their initial impressions 
of being an advisor.  (See Appendix E for the 2012-13 beginning-of-year EA 
advisor interview protocol.)  These interviews lasted approximately 20 to 40 
minutes. 
The seven ninth grade EA advisors were interviewed a third time at the 
end of the school year, in April 2013.  I asked them about their experiences as an 
advisor, their sense of self-efficacy in the advisor role, their relationships with 
their advisees, their impressions of their advisees’ relationships with each other, 
and their perceptions of the importance of EA in the overall success of ninth 
grade students. (See Appendix F for the 2012-13 end-of-year EA advisor 
interview protocol.)  All of these interviews lasted approximately 35 to 60 
minutes. 
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Analytical strategy for qualitative data 
 To qualitatively investigate the role of enhanced advisory (EA) in 
fostering the positive development of ninth grade students during the 2012-13 
academic year, I explore research questions 3 and 4, which ask: 
3. What is the nature and quality of the advisor-advisee relationships that 
are fostered by the school’s enhanced advisory program?  What role do 
those relationships play in the ways students receive support from their 
advisors? 
4. What is the nature of the group component of the enhanced advisory 
program?  How does it foster relationships between the students?  What 
role does the group component play in the ways students receive support? 
I analyzed transcriptions of interviews conducted with EA students and their 
advisors.  
All interviews were transcribed verbatim using audio transcription 
software HyperTRANSCRIBE and pseudonyms were assigned to study 
participants.  Transcriptions were then uploaded into analysis software NVivo 10 
for Mac.  To begin the analysis process, first I developed a priori codes based on 
research literature on identity development and positive youth development 
theoretical frameworks presented in the literature review.  A sample of these 
codes include, “study skills/habits,” “decision-making,” “self-efficacy,” 
“advisor-advisee relationship,” “community,” and “trust.”  I also developed 
initial codes based on research literature of possible outcomes of advisory 
programs, paying particular attention to developmental effects, such as 
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“connectedness,” “school belonging,” “academic support,” and “social-
emotional support.”  These codes were recorded as nodes in NVivo 10 in the 
student codebook.   
Next, I randomly chose a small subset of three EA student interview 
transcriptions to investigate one at a time.  Beginning with the first, I read 
through it once without taking any physical notes.  During the second reading I 
coded phrases, sentences, and sections of the interview using initial codes from 
the student codebook.  At this point and continuing throughout the analysis, I 
noted emerging patterns as well as my own thoughts, ideas, and questions about 
the interviewees and what they said in memos in NVivo 10.  The third reading 
illuminated nuances in what the interviewees said from their own perspectives 
about EA.  As that reading offered greater clarity on the students’ perceptions of 
EA, their experiences, and their own development, I created inductive codes 
identifying these additional ideas and concepts, added them to the student 
codebook, and applied them as necessary.  I employed this same process when 
analyzing the other two randomly chosen EA student interview transcriptions: 
reading them multiple times, coding progressively, and developing new codes as 
appropriate.  Thus, I coded interview transcriptions based on themes that 
emerged from the transcriptions themselves through the process of thematic 
analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2011), as well as 
with a priori codes.  After analyzing and coding the initial three interview 
transcriptions, I analyzed the remainder 37 EA student interviews.  As additional 
codes emerged during the analysis of these interviews, I added them to the 
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student codebook and returned to the previously analyzed transcriptions to 
review them for the newly created codes.  (See Appendix H for a full list of the 
student codes.) 
Following the analysis of the student interviews, I turned to the EA 
advisor interviews.  These advisors were interviewed multiple times: five were 
interviewed in Spring 2012, all seven were interviewed in Fall 2012, and all seven 
were interviewed again in Spring 2013.  It was important to see the progression 
of the program over time, so I analyzed these interview transcriptions 
chronologically, beginning with the first set of interviews conducted in Spring 
2012, then Fall 2012, and finally Spring 2013.  Therefore, analysis of EA over time 
was explored.  To begin the analysis process for the advisor interviews, first I 
developed a priori codes based on the research literature and the codes applied 
to the student interviews and recorded them in NVivo 10 in the advisor 
codebook.  I read the advisor interviews twice.  During the first reading, I 
applied the a priori codes from the advisor codebook.  The second reading 
provided an opportunity to develop new codes, which were primarily about the 
advisor experience and perspective.  These new codes were also added to the 
NVivo 10 advisor codebook.  When new codes materialized through the analysis 
process, I reread previously analyzed advisor interview transcriptions and 
applied them as necessary.  (See Appendix I for a full list of the advisor codes.) 
 Bringing together qualitative data. First, student codes were written out 
and divided into two categories based on the qualitative research questions:       
1) related to advisor-advisee relationships and 2) related to advisory and 
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advisory-based peer relationships.  Then, the student codes were grouped by 
theme and placed into a graphic organizer to aide in further exploring and 
understanding the themes and patterns.  After organizing and reorganizing 
patterns and themes, I wrote drafts of the qualitative findings chapters.  After 
writing those drafts, I organized the advisor codes by categories that emerged 
from the student codes regarding students’ perceptions of their experiences with 
their advisors and in enhanced advisory.  When relevant advisor codes were 
organized, I chose relevant quotes to include in both qualitative findings 
chapters. 
Conclusion 
This study’s mixed methods design generated both quantitative and 
qualitative data, which were then thoroughly analyzed.  Quantitative data were 
collected from CHS ninth grade students participating in both the traditional and 
enhanced advisories using a single survey instrument.  I conducted two sets of 
analyses to explore the data.  First, I analyzed the data using paired samples t-
tests and analyses of variance to investigate the shifts in positive development 
students participating in EA demonstrated over the course of the academic year.  
Second, I conducted independent samples t-tests and ordinary least squares 
regressions to explore how the positive development of those students compared 
to that of a cohort of students who participated in traditional advisory. 
 Qualitative data were collected from EA students and their advisors 
utilizing semi-structured individual interviews, which were transcribed verbatim.  
I used a thematic analysis approach to coding and categorizing the data.  The 
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data were divided into categories based on the qualitative research questions.  
These data allowed me to a) explore the nature and quality of the advisor-
advisee relationships that were fostered by EA and the ways students received 
support from their advisors and b) explore the nature of enhanced advisory, how 
it fostered relationships between the students, and the role advisory played in 
the ways students received support. 
In the next three chapters I report on the results of these analyses.  
Chapter 4 contains the results of both sets of quantitative analyses, which seek to 
explore research questions 1 and 2.  Chapters 5 and 6 investigate the qualitative 
data; Chapter 5 investigates research question 3, while Chapter 6 looks at 
research question 4. 
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Chapter 4 
Quantitative Results 
Introduction 
This study sought to understand how and to what extent the enhanced 
advisory program at Collegiate High School (CHS) fostered ninth grade students’ 
development, as characterized by the Five Cs of positive youth development: 
Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring/Compassion.  
There are two questions that guide the quantitative component of the study: 
1. What shifts in positive development did CHS students participating in 
enhanced advisory demonstrate over the course of the academic year? 
2. How did the positive youth development of CHS students participating in 
enhanced advisory compare to that of a previous cohort of CHS students 
who participated in traditional advisory? 
As mentioned in the methodology chapter, data collected for this dissertation 
study were previously collected for a program evaluation initiated by CHS.  The 
survey tool was administered to the ninth grade students in traditional advisory 
(TA) in the Spring of 2012 at the end of the academic year, as well as to the ninth 
grade students in enhanced advisory (EA) in Fall 2012 and Spring 2013, at the 
beginning and end of their academic year.  The survey tool contained 136 items 
from 19 previously validated scales.  Recall from Chapter 3 that I conducted 
internal consistency reliability analyses on each of the measures and found three 
measures with unacceptable internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s α < .7).  
Therefore, this study used 16 measures from the survey tool in quantitative 
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analyses.  In order to consider research questions 1 and 2, I performed two 
separate sets of quantitative analyses and this chapter is organized by research 
question. 
Research Question 1 Results 
To quantitatively analyze the effects enhanced advisory (EA) had on CHS 
ninth grade students, I explored research question 1, which asks, “What shifts in 
positive development do CHS students participating in enhanced advisory 
demonstrate over the course of the academic year?”  I conducted paired samples 
t-tests to investigate how the students’ mean scores on each of the 16 measures 
changed between Fall 2012 and Spring 2013, as well as one-way analyses of 
variance (ANOVAs) to see whether mean scores varied by advisory group.  
Descriptive statistics 
 Recall from the quantitative data analysis section in Chapter 3 that, after 
pairing EA students’ Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 surveys, 32 participants’ data 
were used to investigate research question 1.  The descriptive statistics for these 
32 EA students’ scores on the 16 measures are organized by the Five Cs and 
presented in Tables 1–4. 
Table  1.  Summary  Statistics  (Mean,  Standard  Deviation)  for  Enhanced  Advisory  Students’  
Competence  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
                    
    
N  
Problem  Solving  
Behaviors  
Interpersonal  
and  Problem  
Solving  Skills  
Intrinsic  
Motivation    
Extrinsic  
Motivation  
  Time  1     32   3.83  (.90)   4.34  (.49)   4.46  (.57)   3.66  (1.04)  
  Time  2     32   3.63  (1.03)   4.40  (.46)   4.23  (.75)   3.81  (1.10)  
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Table  3.  Summary  Statistics  (Mean,  Standard  Deviation)  for  Enhanced  Advisory  Students’  
Connection  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
                    
    
N   Community     Trust  
Collective  
Efficacy  
Advisor  
Personal  
Support  
Advisor  
Academic  
Support    
Time  1   32   4.11  (.53)   4.55  (.49)   4.20  (.52)   4.56  (.50)   4.46  (.59)  
Time  2   32   3.61  (.97)   4.41  (.55)   3.99  (.70)   4.50  (.54)   4.35  (.55)  
  
Table  4.  Summary  Statistics  (Mean,  Standard  Deviation)  for  Enhanced  Advisory  Students’  
Character  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
                    
    
N   Grit  
Ethical  
Identity  
Moral  
Disengagement    
Academic  
Behaviors  
  Time  1   32   3.59  (.38)   4.55  (.49)   1.91  (.77)   1.20  (.22)  
  Time  2   32   3.60  (.43)   4.52  (.52)   1.89  (.77)   1.21  (.19)  
    
Table 1 is comprised of the four measures within the Competence C, which 
includes problem solving behaviors, interpersonal and problem solving skills, 
intrinsic motivation, and extrinsic motivation.  Table 2 contains both the 
Confidence and Caring/Compassion C measures, which are personal growth 
initiative, resilience, and empathy.  Measures within the Connection C, 
community, trust, collective efficacy, advisor personal support, and advisor 
academic support, are in Table 3.  Finally, descriptive statistics for the Character 
Table  2.  Summary  Statistics  (Mean,  Standard  Deviation)  for  Enhanced  Advisory  Students’  
Confidence  and  Caring/Compassion  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
  
                    
     N   Personal  Growth     Resilience   Empathy  
     Time  1   32   3.84  (.63)   4.37  (.51)   4.34  (0.71)  
     Time  2     32   3.83  (.70)   4.31  (.50)   4.33  (0.71)  
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C, which includes measures grit, ethical identity, moral disengagement, and 
academic behaviors, are in Table 4.  These descriptive statistics show the mean 
score students in EA demonstrated on each measure at Time 1 (Fall 2012) and 
Time 2 (Spring 2013).  For example, EA students demonstrated a mean score of 
3.83 on problem solving behaviors at Time 1 and 3.63 at Time 2.   
Paired samples t-tests 
 First, I conducted preliminary checks to test whether assumptions for 
paired samples t-tests were met, including checking for outliers and normal 
distribution of data.  It should be noted, one extreme outlier was found in the 
ethical identity and advisor personal support scales and data were not 
distributed normally in nine scales: trust, ethical identity, academic behaviors, 
community, advisor personal support, advisor academic support, problem 
solving behaviors, intrinsic motivation, and extrinsic motivation.  However, the 
analytic strategies used here are able to account for such non-normal distribution 
and outliers were included in the analyses.  
 As the results of the paired samples t-tests reveal, students’ scores 
decreased on 12 of the 16 measures from Time 1 to Time 2.  Most of these 
decreases were not statistically significant (p < .05), however, the scores on the 
problem solving behaviors, intrinsic motivation, and community measures were 
shown to be statistically significant.  The summary statistics for each of the scales 
are organized by the Five Cs and reported in greater detail below. 
Competence 
 Within Competence, paired samples t-tests revealed that EA students 
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exhibited significantly different scores between Time 1 and Time 2 on two 
measures, problem solving behaviors and intrinsic motivation.  On both 
measures the mean scores decreased from Time 1 to Time 2.  There was no 
significant difference between the Time 1 and Time 2 scores on the interpersonal 
and problem solving skills and extrinsic motivation measures. 
 Problem solving behaviors.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to 
compare EA students’ problem solving behaviors scores at the end of the 
academic year (Time 2) compared to the beginning of the year (Time 1).  There 
was a statistically significant difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 3.63, SD 
= .90) and Time 1 (M = 3.83, SD = 1.03); t(31) = 2.21, p = .035, d = -.21.  
 Interpersonal and problem solving skills.  A paired samples t-test was 
conducted to compare EA students’ interpersonal and problem solving skills 
scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) compared to beginning of the 
year (Time 1).  There was not a statistically significant difference in the scores for 
Time 2 (M = 4.39, SD = .46) and Time 1 (M = 4.34, SD = .48); t(31) = -.597, p = .555.  
 Intrinsic motivation.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare 
EA students’ intrinsic motivation scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) 
compared to the beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was a statistically 
significant difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 4.25, SD = .75) and Time 1 (M 
= 4.48, SD = .57); t(31) = 2.67, p = .012, d = -.35.  
 Extrinsic motivation.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare 
EA students’ extrinsic motivation scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) 
compared to beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was not a statistically 
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significant difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 3.81, SD = 1.10) and Time 1 (M 
= 3.66, SD = 1.04); t(31) = -1.18, p = .246.  
Confidence 
 Within Confidence, paired samples t-tests revealed no significant 
difference between the Time 1 and Time 2 scores on personal growth initiative 
and resilience measures. 
 Personal growth initiative.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to 
compare EA students’ personal growth initiative scores at the end of the 
academic year (Time 2) compared to beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was 
not a statistically significant difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 3.84, SD 
= .70) and Time 1 (M = 3.84, SD = .63); t(31) = .03, p = .978.  
 Resilience.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare EA 
students’ resilience scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) compared to 
beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was not a statistically significant difference 
in the scores for Time 2 (M = 4.31, SD = .49) and Time 1 (M = 4.36, SD = .50); t(31) 
= .58, p = .566.  
Connection 
 Within Connection, paired samples t-tests revealed that EA students 
exhibited significantly different scores between Time 1 and Time 2 on two 
measures, community and collective efficacy.  On both measures the mean scores 
decreased from Time 1 to Time 2.  There was no significant difference between 
the Time 1 and Time 2 scores on the trust, advisor personal support, and advisor 
academic support measures. 
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 Community.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare EA 
students’ sense of community scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) 
compared to the beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was a statistically 
significant difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 3.61, SD = .98) and Time 1 (M 
= 4.10 SD = .53); t(31) = 3.73, p = .001, d = -.62.  
 Trust.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare EA students’ 
trust scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) compared to beginning of 
the year (Time 1).  There was not a statistically significant difference in the scores 
for Time 2 (M = 4.41, SD = .55) and Time 1 (M = 4.55, SD = .49); t(31) = 1.69, p 
= .101.  
 Collective efficacy.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare EA 
students’ collective efficacy scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) 
compared to beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was a difference that was 
approaching statistical significance in the scores for Time 2 (M = 3.99, SD = .70) 
and Time 1 (M = 4.20, SD = .52); t(31) = 1.86, p = .072, d = -.34.  
 Advisor personal support.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to 
compare EA students’ sense of advisor personal support scores at the end of the 
academic year (Time 2) compared to beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was 
not a statistically significant difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 4.52, SD 
= .54) and Time 1 (M = 4.55, SD = .50); t(31) = .39, p = .702.  
 Advisor academic support.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to 
compare EA students’ sense of advisor academic support scores at the end of the 
academic year (Time 2) compared to beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was 
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not a statistically significant difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 4.35, SD 
= .55) and Time 1 (M = 4.46, SD = .59); t(31) = 1.23, p = .229.  
Character 
 Within Character, paired samples t-tests revealed no significant difference 
between the Time 1 and Time 2 scores on all associate measures: grit, ethical 
identity, moral disengagement, and academic behaviors. 
 Grit.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare EA students’ grit 
scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) compared to beginning of the 
year (Time 1).  There was not a statistically significant difference in the scores for 
Time 2 (M = 3.62, SD = .42) and Time 1 (M = 3.61, SD = .37); t(31) = -.20, p = .844.  
 Ethical identity.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare EA 
students’ ethical identity scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) 
compared to beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was not a statistically 
significant difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 4.55, SD = .52) and Time 1 (M 
= 4.57, SD = .49); t(31) = .43, p = .670.  
 Moral disengagement.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare 
EA students’ moral disengagement scores at the end of the academic year (Time 
2) compared to beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was not a significant 
difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 1.89, SD = .77) and Time 1 (M = 1.91, SD 
= .77); t(30) = .20, p = .842.  
 Academic behaviors.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare 
EA students’ academic behaviors scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) 
compared to beginning of the year (Time 1).  There was not a statistically 
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significant difference in the scores for Time 2 (M = 1.20, SD = .19) and Time 1 (M 
= 1.20, SD = .22); t(31) = -.37, p = .712.  
Caring/compassion 
 Within Caring/Compassion, a paired samples t-test revealed no 
significant difference between the Time 1 and Time 2 scores on the empathy 
measures. 
 Empathy.  A paired samples t-test was conducted to compare EA students’ 
empathy scores at the end of the academic year (Time 2) compared to beginning 
of the year (Time 1).  There was not a statistically significant difference in the 
scores for Time 2 (M = 4.33, SD = .71) and Time 1 (M = 4.34, SD = .71); t(31) = .08, 
p = .936.  
Conclusion 
 In summary, paired samples t-tests revealed statistically significant 
differences between Time 1 and Time 2 scores on problem solving behaviors, 
intrinsic motivation, and sense of community measures.  More specifically, 
students’ scores significantly decreased from Time 1 to Time 2 on each of these 
three measures.  These findings will be further discussed in Chapter 7. 
Analyses of variance 
 I conducted one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) to investigate 
whether there were statistically significant differences in mean scores of each 
scale between advisory groups at the end of the year.  First, I checked to make 
sure assumptions for one-way ANOVA were met.  One extreme outlier was 
found in the problem solving behaviors, moral disengagement, and interpersonal 
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and problem solving measures, and two extreme outliers were found in the 
internal motivation measure.   Data were not distributed normally in 11 
measures: trust, ethical identity, academic behaviors, interpersonal and problem 
solving skills, community, advisor personal support, advisor academic support, 
empathy, problem solving behaviors, intrinsic motivation, and extrinsic 
motivation.  However, outliers were included in the analyses and the one-way 
ANOVA was still used, as it is fairly robust to deviations from normality.  I then 
conducted one-way ANOVAs using the Spring 2013 (Time 2) scores to discover 
differences between advisories at the end of the school year.  Results from 
ANOVA analyses are reported in Table 5 and described below, organized by the 
Five Cs. 
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Table  5.  One-­‐‑Way  Analysis  of  Variance  of  Each  Measure  by  Advisory  
    
Measure   Source   df  
Sum  of  
Squares  
Mean  
Square  
F  
Competence       
           
   Problem  Solving  
Behaviors  
Between  Groups   6   6.28   1.05   0.98  
  
Within  Groups   25   26.77   1.07     
  
Total   31   33.06        
  
Interpersonal  and  
Problem  Solving  
Skills  
Between  Groups   6   0.63   0.11   0.45  
  
Within  Groups   25   5.86   0.23     
  
Total   31   6.49        
  
Intrinsic  
Motivation  
Between  Groups   6   2.68   0.45   0.75  
  
Within  Groups   25   14.82   0.59     
  
Total   31   17.50        
  
Extrinsic  
Motivation  
Between  Groups   6   7.31   1.22   1.01  
  
Within  Groups   25   30.20   1.21     
  
Total   31   37.50        
Confidence       
                   
   Personal  Growth  
Between  Groups   6   4.56   0.76   1.80  
  
Within  Groups   25   10.55   0.42     
  
Total   31   15.11        
   Resilience  
Between  Groups   6   1.82   0.30   1.36  
  
Within  Groups   25   5.56   0.22     
  
Total   31   7.37        
Connection                           
   Community  
Between  Groups   6   4.19   0.70   0.69  
  
Within  Groups   25   25.28   1.01     
  
Total   31   29.48            
   Trust  
Between  Groups   6   2.37   0.40   1.40  
  
Within  Groups   25   7.08   0.28     
  
Total   31   9.45        
   Collective  Efficacy  
Between  Groups   6   2.32   0.39   0.76  
  
Within  Groups   25   12.74   0.51     
  
Total   31   15.06        
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Advisor  Personal  
Support  
Between  Groups   6   4.26   0.71   3.75*  
  
Within  Groups   25   4.73   0.19     
  
Total   31   8.99        
   Advisor  Academic  
Support  
Between  Groups   6   4.02   0.67   3.06*  
  
Within  Groups   25   5.46   0.22     
  
Total   31   9.48            
Character  
  
           
   Grit  
Between  Groups   6   1.37   0.23   1.37  
  
Within  Groups   25   4.15   0.17     
  
Total   31   5.52        
   Ethical  Identity  
Between  Groups   6   0.69   0.16   0.39  
  
Within  Groups   25   7.35   0.29     
  
Total   31   8.03        
  
Moral  
Disengagement  
Between  Groups   6   1.84   0.31   0.47  
  
Within  Groups   25   16.43   0.66     
  
Total   31   18.28            
  
Academic  
Behaviors  
Between  Groups   6   0.15   0.03   0.67  
  
Within  Groups   25   0.95   0.04     
  
Total   31   1.11        
Caring/Compassion       
                   
   Empathy  
Between  Groups   6   1.24   0.21   0.36  
  
Within  Groups   25   14.32   0.57     
  
Total   31   15.56            
*F-­‐‑value  is  significant  at  the  .05  level.  
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Competence 
 Problem solving behaviors.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to 
compare students’ problem solving behaviors scores across all seven advisories.  
Results indicated no statistically significant differences between the different 
advisory groups F(6, 25) = .98, p = .461. 
 Interpersonal and problem solving skills.  A one-way ANOVA was 
conducted to compare students’ interpersonal and problem solving skills scores 
across all seven advisories.  Results indicated no statistically significant 
differences between the different advisory groups F(6, 25) = .45, p = .841. 
 Intrinsic motivation.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare 
students’ intrinsic motivation scores across all seven advisories.  Results 
indicated no statistically significant differences between the different advisory 
groups F(6, 25) = .75, p = .613. 
 Extrinsic motivation.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare 
students’ extrinsic motivation scores across all seven advisories.  Results 
indicated no statistically significant differences between the different advisory 
groups F(6, 25) = 1.01, p = .442. 
Confidence 
 Personal growth initiative.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to 
compare students’ personal growth initiative scores across all seven advisories.  
Results indicated no statistically significant differences between the different 
advisory groups F(6, 25) = 1.80, p = .140. 
 Resilience.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare students’ 
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resilience scores across all seven advisories.  Results indicated no statistically 
significant differences between the different advisory groups F(6, 25) = 1.36,  
p = .268. 
Connection 
 Community.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare students’ 
sense of community scores across all seven advisories.  Results indicated no 
statistically significant differences between the different advisory groups  
F(6, 25) = .69, p = .659. 
 Trust.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare students’ sense of 
trust scores across all seven advisories.  Results indicated no statistically 
significant differences between the different advisory groups F(6, 25) = 1.40,  
p = .255. 
 Collective efficacy.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare 
students’ collective efficacy scores across all seven advisories.  Results indicated 
no statistically significant differences between the different advisory groups  
F(6, 25) = .76, p = .609. 
 Advisor personal support.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to 
compare students’ sense of advisor personal support (APS) across all seven 
advisories.  The assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated in this 
measure, as assessed by Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variance (p = .001).  
Therefore, I am reporting Welch’s ANOVA for the results of this analysis.  
Results indicated that students’ sense of APS score was statistically significantly 
different between different advisory groups, Welch’s F(6, 25) = 8.233, p = .008.   
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A post-hoc Games-Howell test revealed differences between advisory 7 and 
three other advisories.  There is a statistically significant (p = .017) lower mean 
APS score for advisory 7 (M = 4.17, SD = .14) compared to advisory 1 (M = 4.93, 
SD = .12), advisory 2 (M = 4.71, SD = .25), and advisory 5 (M = 4.75, SD = .20).  
All differences between advisories on advisor personal support are reported in 
Table 6. 
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Table  6.  Games-­‐‑Howell  Comparison  for  Advisor  Personal  Support  by  Advisory  
    
                    95%  Confidence  
Interval  
Comparisons   Mean  
difference  
Std.  error   Lower  
bound  
Upper  
bound  
Advisory  1  vs.  advisory  2   0.22   0.11   -­‐‑0.22   0.66  
Advisory  1  vs.  advisory  3   0.88   0.36   -­‐‑0.89   2.64  
Advisory  1  vs.  advisory  4   1.18   0.50   -­‐‑13.48   15.84  
Advisory  1  vs.  advisory  5   0.18   0.11   -­‐‑0.36   0.72  
Advisory  1  vs.  advisory  6   0.43   0.24   -­‐‑0.73   1.59  
Advisory  1  vs.  advisory  7   0.76**   0.10   0.23   1.29  
Advisory  2  vs.  advisory  3   0.66   0.37   -­‐‑1.06   2.38  
Advisory  2  vs.  advisory  4   0.96   0.51   -­‐‑11.83   13.75  
Advisory  2  vs.  advisory  5   -­‐‑0.04   0.14   -­‐‑0.60   0.52  
Advisory  2  vs.  advisory  6   0.21   0.26   -­‐‑0.91   1.32  
Advisory  2  vs.  advisory  7   0.54**   0.13   0.01   1.07  
Advisory  3  vs.  advisory  4   0.30   0.61   -­‐‑4.70   5.30  
Advisory  3  vs.  advisory  5   -­‐‑0.70   0.37   -­‐‑2.42   1.02  
Advisory  3  vs.  advisory  6   -­‐‑0.45   0.43   -­‐‑2.15   1.25  
Advisory  3  vs.  advisory  7   -­‐‑0.12   0.37   -­‐‑1.85   1.62  
Advisory  4  vs.  advisory  5   -­‐‑1.00   0.51   -­‐‑13.73   11.73  
Advisory  4  vs.  advisory  6   -­‐‑0.75   0.55   -­‐‑8.16   6.66  
Advisory  4  vs.  advisory  7   -­‐‑0.42   0.51   -­‐‑13.90   13.06  
Advisory  5  vs.  advisory  6   0.25   0.26   -­‐‑0.87   1.37  
Advisory  5  vs.  advisory  7   0.58*   0.13   -­‐‑0.01   1.17  
Advisory  6  vs.  advisory  7     0.33   0.25   -­‐‑0.80   1.47  
**  The  mean  difference  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level.  
*  The  mean  difference  is  approaching  significant  at  the  0.05  level.  
  
Advisor academic support.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to 
compare students’ sense of advisor academic support (AAP) across all seven 
advisories.  The assumption of homogeneity of variances was not violated in this 
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measure, as assessed by Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variance (p = .756).  
Results indicated that students’ sense of AAS score was statistically significantly 
different between different advisory groups, F(6, 25) = 3.064, p = .022.  A post-hoc 
Games-Howell test revealed differences between advisory 7 and advisory 1.  
There is a statistically significant (p = .045) lower mean AAS score for advisory 7 
(M = 3.67, SD = .29) compared to advisory 1 (M = 4.68, SD = .45).  All differences 
between advisories on advisor academic support are reported in Table 7. 
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Table  7.  Games-­‐‑Howell  Comparison  for  Advisor  Academic  Support  by  Advisory  
                 
                95%  Confidence  Interval  
Comparisons  
Mean  
Difference  
Std.  Error  
Lower  
Bound  
Upper  
Bound  
Advisory  1  vs.  Advisory  2   0.22   0.28   -­‐‑0.78   1.22  
Advisory  1  vs.  Advisory  3   0.73   0.32   -­‐‑0.52   1.98  
Advisory  1  vs.  Advisory  4   0.80   0.21   -­‐‑0.13   1.73  
Advisory  1  vs.  Advisory  5   0.18   0.27   -­‐‑0.88   1.23  
Advisory  1  vs.  Advisory  6   0.03   0.25   -­‐‑0.91   0.96  
Advisory  1  vs.  Advisory  7   1.01**   0.24   0.03   2.00  
Advisory  2  vs.  Advisory  3   0.51   0.34   -­‐‑0.80   1.82  
Advisory  2  vs.  Advisory  4   0.58   0.25   -­‐‑0.48   1.65  
Advisory  2  vs.  Advisory  5   -­‐‑0.04   0.30   -­‐‑1.19   1.11  
Advisory  2  vs.  Advisory  6   -­‐‑0.19   0.29   -­‐‑1.26   0.87  
Advisory  2  vs.  Advisory  7   0.79   0.27   -­‐‑0.31   1.89  
Advisory  3  vs.  Advisory  4   0.08   0.29   -­‐‑1.25   1.40  
Advisory  3  vs.  Advisory  5   -­‐‑0.55   0.34   -­‐‑1.89   0.79  
Advisory  3  vs.  Advisory  6   -­‐‑0.70   0.33   -­‐‑1.98   0.58  
Advisory  3  vs.  Advisory  7   0.28   0.31   -­‐‑1.03   1.60  
Advisory  4  vs.  Advisory  5   -­‐‑0.63   0.24   -­‐‑1.82   0.57  
Advisory  4  vs.  Advisory  6   -­‐‑0.78   0.23   -­‐‑1.81   0.26  
Advisory  4  vs.  Advisory  7   0.21   0.21   -­‐‑1.04   1.46  
Advisory  5  vs.  Advisory  6   -­‐‑0.15   0.28   -­‐‑1.27   0.97  
Advisory  5  vs.  Advisory  7   0.83   0.26   -­‐‑0.35   2.01  
Advisory  6  vs.  Advisory  7     0.98   0.25   -­‐‑0.08   2.05  
**  The  mean  difference  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level.  
  
Character 
 Grit.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare students’ grit scores 
across all seven advisories.  Results indicated no statistically significant 
  107 
differences between the different advisory groups F(6, 25) = 1.37, p = .264. 
Ethical identity.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare students’ 
ethical identity scores across all seven advisories.  Results indicated no 
statistically significant differences between the different advisory groups  
F(6, 25) = .39, p = .878. 
Moral disengagement.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare 
students’ moral disengagement scores across all seven advisories.  Results 
indicated no statistically significant differences between the different advisory 
groups F(6, 25) = .47, p = .827. 
Academic behaviors.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare 
students’ academic behaviors scores across all seven advisories.  Results 
indicated no statistically significant differences between the different advisory 
groups F(6, 25) = .67, p = .677. 
Caring/compassion 
 Empathy.  A one-way ANOVA was conducted to compare students’ 
empathy scores across all seven advisories.  Results indicated no statistically 
significant differences between the different advisory groups F(6, 25) = .36,  
p = .897. 
Conclusion 
 In this section I explored the first research question, “What shifts in 
positive development do CHS students participating in enhanced advisory 
demonstrate over the course of the academic year?”  Paired samples t-tests 
revealed that enhanced advisory students’ scores on 12 measures decreased from 
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the beginning of the academic year to the end; the scores on problem solving 
behaviors, intrinsic motivation, and community measures were shown to be 
statistically significant (p < .05).  Results from one-way ANOVAs revealed 
significant differences in scores between EA advisory group 7 and three other 
groups at the end of the school year on measures of advisor personal support (p 
< .05) and advisor academic support (p < .05). 
Research Question 2 Results   
To further quantitatively analyze the effects enhanced advisory (EA) at 
CHS had on participating ninth grade students I explored research question 2, 
which asks, “How does the positive youth development of CHS students 
participating in enhanced advisory compare to that of a previous cohort of CHS 
students who participated in traditional advisory?”  I conducted a series of 
analyses, including independent samples t-tests and ordinary least squares (OLS) 
regressions, to investigate the EA ninth grade students’ Five Cs-related attitudes, 
mindsets, and behaviors collected in Spring 2013 (treatment group) to the 
previous ninth grade cohort (comparison group) collected in Spring 2012.  
Descriptive statistics 
 As mentioned in the description of the sample in Chapter 3, analyses for 
research question 2 utilized data from 55 students in enhanced advisory (EA) 
and 96 students in traditional advisory (TA).  The descriptive statistics for these 
EA and TA students on each measure are organized by the Five Cs and 
presented in Tables 8–11. 
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Table  8.  Summary  Statistics  (Mean,  Standard  Deviation)  for  Traditional  and  
Enhanced  Advisory  Students’  Competence  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
                    
    
N  
Problem  
Solving  
Behaviors  
Interpersonal  
and  Problem  
Solving  Skills  
Intrinsic  
Motivation    
Extrinsic  
Motivation  
  Traditional  
Advisory  
96   3.31  (1.07)   4.00  (.81)   3.84  (.94)   3.91  (.96)  
  Enhanced  
Advisory  
55   3.62  (1.00)   4.43  (.45)   4.39  (.70)   3.92  (1.02)  
    
Table  9.  Summary  Statistics  (Mean,  Standard  Deviation)  for  Traditional  and  Enhanced  
Advisory  Students’  Confidence  and  Caring/Compassion  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
                    
    
N  
Personal  
Growth    
Resilience   Empathy  
     Traditional  
Advisory  
96   3.53  (.75)   3.93  (.61)   4.11  (.79)  
     Enhanced  
Advisory  
55   3.88  (.65)   4.36  (.44)   4.43  (.67)  
       
Table  10.  Summary  Statistics  (Mean,  Standard  Deviation)  for  Traditional  and  
Enhanced  Advisory  Students’  Connection  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
                    
    
N   Community     Trust  
Collective  
Efficacy  
Advisor  
Personal  
Support  
Advisor  
Academic  
Support    
Traditional  
Advisory  
96   3.14  (.64)   3.98  (.73)   3.64  (.76)   4.03  (.87)   4.00  (.81)  
Enhanced  
Advisory  
55   3.43  (.81)   4.35  (.57)   3.93  (.73)   4.40  (.79)   4.27  (.77)  
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Table  11.  Summary  Statistics  (Mean,  Standard  Deviation)  for  Traditional  and  
Enhanced  Advisory  Students’  Character  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
                    
    
N   Grit  
Ethical  
Identity  
Moral  
Disengagement    
Academic  
Behaviors  
  Traditional  
Advisory  
96   3.44  (.45)   4.17  (.66)   2.28  (.88)   1.32  (.48)  
  Enhanced  
Advisory  
55   3.68  (.43)   4.57  (.49)   1.83  (.74)   1.21  (.21)  
    
 As with the descriptive statistics for research question 1, Table 8 contains 
the four measures within the Competence C; Table 9 contains both Confidence 
and Caring/Compassion measures; measures within the Connection C are in 
Table 10; and descriptive statistics for the Character C are in Table 11.  These 
descriptive statistics show the mean score students in TA demonstrated on each 
measure in Spring 2012 and students in EA demonstrated in Spring 2013.  For 
example, TA students demonstrated a mean score of 4.00 on interpersonal and 
problem solving skills in Spring 2012.  In contrast, students in EA demonstrated 
a mean score of 4.43 on the same measure in Spring 2013.  
Independent samples t-tests 
 Independent samples t-tests were conducted to compare the mean scores 
of each measure for EA and TA students, to determine if a statistically significant 
difference existed between the scores of students in EA and TA.  First, 
preliminary tests were conducted to check for violation of the assumptions of 
normality and that there were no significant outliers.  Two significant outliers 
were found in both the advisor academic support and academic behaviors 
measures.  It should also be noted that all scales except for the personal growth 
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initiative and grit measures violated the assumption of normality.  However, 
independent samples t-tests were still run because the process is fairly robust to 
deviations from normality.  The assumption of homogeneity of variances was 
violated in the measures of trust (p = .025) and resilience (p = .010), as assessed by 
Levene’s test for equality of variances.  Results of these analyses are organized by 
positive youth development’s Five Cs Model.    
Competence 
Problem solving behaviors.  An independent samples t-test was 
conducted to determine if there were differences in problem solving behaviors 
between students in EA and students in TA.  Problem solving behaviors scores 
were higher for students in EA (M = 3.62, SD = 1.00) than students in TA (M = 
3.31, SD = 1.07), a non-statistically significant difference, M = .32, 95% CI [-
.06, .69], t(136) = 1.67, p = .097. 
Interpersonal and problem solving skills.  An independent samples t-test 
was conducted to determine if there were differences in interpersonal and 
problem solving skills between students in EA and students in TA.  Interpersonal 
and problem solving skills scores were higher for EA students (M = 4.43, SD 
= .45) than TA students (M = 4.00, SD = .60), a statistically significant difference, 
M = .43, 95% CI [.23, .63], t(137) = 4.31, p < .001, d = .81. 
Intrinsic motivation.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to 
determine if there were differences in intrinsic motivation between students in 
EA and students in TA.  Intrinsic motivation scores were higher for EA students 
(M = 4.39, SD = .70) than TA students (M = 3.84, SD = .94), a statistically 
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significant difference, M =.49, 95% CI [.19, .79], t(141) = 3.23, p = .002, d = .66. 
Extrinsic motivation.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to 
determine if there were differences in extrinsic between students in EA and 
students in TA.  Extrinsic motivation scores were higher for EA students (M = 
3.92, SD = 1.02) than TA students (M = 3.91, SD = .96), a non-statistically 
significant difference, M = .01, 95% CI [-.36, .33], t(137) = -.10, p = .919. 
Confidence 
Personal growth initiative.  An independent samples t-test was 
conducted to determine if there were differences in personal growth initiative 
between students in EA and students in TA.  Personal growth initiative scores 
were higher for EA students (M = 3.88, SD = .65) than TA students (M = 3.53, SD 
= .75), a statistically significant difference, M = .35, 95% CI [.09, .61], t(137) = 2.71, 
p = .008, d = .50. 
Resilience.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if 
there were differences in resilience between students in EA and students in TA.  
Resilience scores were higher for EA students (M = 4.36, SD = .44) than TA 
students (M = 3.93, SD = .61), a statistically significant difference M = .43, 95% CI 
[.23, .63], t(137) = 4.25, p < .001, d = .81. 
Connection 
 Community.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine 
if there were differences in sense of community between students in EA and 
students in TA.  Community scores were higher for EA students (M = 3.43, SD 
= .81) than TA students (M = 3.14, SD = .64), a statistically significant difference, 
  113 
M = .29, 95% CI [.04, .54], t(137) = 2.32, p = .022, d = .40. 
Trust.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there 
were differences in sense of trust between students in EA and students in TA.  
Trust scores were higher for EA students (M = 4.35, SD = .57) than TA students 
(M = 3.98, SD = .73), a statistically significant difference, M = .38, 95% CI [.15, .60], 
t(149) = 3.51, p = .001, d = .56. 
Collective efficacy.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to 
determine if there were differences in collective efficacy between students in EA 
and students in TA.  Collective efficacy scores were higher for EA students (M = 
3.93, SD = .73) than TA students (M = 3.64, SD = .76), a statistically significant 
difference, M = .29, 95% CI [.04, .54], t(149) = 2.26, p = .025, d = .40. 
Advisor personal support.  An independent samples t-test was conducted 
to determine if there were differences in sense of advisor personal support 
between students in EA and students in TA.  Advisor personal support scores 
were higher for EA students (M = 4.37, SD = .79) than TA students (M = 4.02, SD 
= .88), a statistically significant difference, M = .35, 95% CI [.05, .64], t(141) = 2.31, 
p = .023, d = .42. 
Advisor academic support.  An independent samples t-test was conducted 
to determine if there were differences in sense of advisor academic support 
between students in EA and students in TA.  Advisor academic support scores 
were higher for EA students (M = 4.23, SD = .77) than TA students (M = 4.00 SD 
= .81), a non-statistically significant difference, M = .23, 95% CI [-.05, .50], t(141) = 
1.62, p = .108. 
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Character 
Grit.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there 
were differences in grit between students in EA and students in TA.  Grit scores 
were higher for EA students (M = 3.68, SD = .43) than TA students (M = 3.43, SD 
= .45), a statistically significant difference, M = .25, 95% CI [.08, .40], t(136) = 3.00, 
p = .003, d = .57.  
Ethical identity.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to 
determine if there were differences in ethical identity between students in EA 
and students in TA.  Ethical identity scores were higher for EA students (M = 
4.57, SD = .49) than TA students (M = 4.17, SD = .66), a statistically significant 
difference, M = .40, 95% CI [.19, .62], t(137) = 3.68, p < .001, d = .68.  
Moral disengagement.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to 
determine if there were differences in moral disengagement between students in 
EA and students in TA.  Moral disengagement scores were lower for EA students 
(M = 1.83, SD = .74) than TA students (M = 2.27, SD = .86), a statistically 
significant difference, M = -.44, 95% CI [-.73, -.15], t(137) = -2.98, p = .003, d = -.55.  
Academic behaviors.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to 
determine if there were differences in academic behaviors between students in 
EA and students in TA.  Academic behaviors scores were lower for EA students 
(M = 1.21, SD = .21) than TA students (M = 1.32, SD = .48), a non-statistically 
significant difference, M = -.11, 95% CI [-.26, .04], t(134) = -1.46, p = .147.  
Caring/compassion 
Empathy.  An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if 
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there were differences in empathy between students in EA and students in TA.  
Empathy scores were lower for EA students (M = 4.43, SD = .67) than TA 
students (M = 4.11, SD = .79), a statistically significant difference, M = .32, 95% CI 
[.06, .59], t(136) = 2.39, p = .018, d = .44.   
Ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions 
 OLS regressions were conducted to further explore enhanced advisory 
and traditional advisory students’ scores on all 16 measures, specifically to 
investigate the effects of various demographic variables, including gender, race, 
and socio-economic status (SES).  The results of the OLS regressions are in Tables 
12-16 and are detailed here, grouped by the Five Cs.   
Competence 
 Problem solving behaviors.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 
8 that students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 3.62 on the problem solving 
behaviors measure and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 3.31.  OLS 
regressions presented in in Table 12 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic 
variables, students in enhanced advisory did not demonstrate significantly 
different levels of problem solving behaviors at the end of the 2012-13 academic 
year than the students who participated in traditional advisory the year prior  
(p = .176).   
 Interpersonal and problem solving skills.  Recall from the descriptive 
statistics in Table 8 that students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 4.43 on the 
interpersonal and problem solving skills measure and students in TA 
demonstrated a mean score of 4.00.  OLS regressions presented in in Table 12 
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reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables,  EA students 
demonstrated a significantly stronger interpersonal and problem-solving skills (p 
< .0001) score at the end of their academic year than the TA students.  In other 
words, students in enhanced advisory expressed a stronger sense that, on 
average, they can listen to others’ opinions and work cooperatively with a group 
of people, communicate well with others and successfully solve conflicts with 
others, and find it easy to make friends and get along with people.  The 
association between CHS’s EA program and participating ninth grade students’ 
interpersonal and problem-solving skills can be considered large (Cohen’s  
d = .81). 
Intrinsic motivation.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 8 that 
students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 4.39 on the intrinsic motivation 
measure and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 3.84.  OLS regressions 
presented in in Table 12 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, 
students in enhanced advisory demonstrated significantly higher levels of 
intrinsic motivation at the end of the 2012-13 academic year than the students 
who participated in traditional advisory the year prior (p = .0004).  In other 
words, EA students characterized themselves, on average, as more likely than 
their TA counterparts to work hard in school for the pleasure they experience in 
broadening their knowledge about subjects that appeal to them and when 
discovering new things.  The association between participating in EA and ninth 
graders’ sense of advisor academic support scores was medium (Cohen’s d = .65).  
 Also evident in Table 12 is that identifying as Asian/Pacific Islander (PI) 
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(p = .019) is a significant positive predictor of intrinsic motivation.  More 
specifically, across both EA and TA students, the students who identified as 
Asian/PI demonstrated, on average, higher intrinsic motivation than their peers. 
Extrinsic motivation.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 8 that 
students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 3.92 on the extrinsic motivation 
measure and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 3.91.  OLS regressions 
presented in in Table 12 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, 
students in enhanced advisory did not demonstrate significantly higher levels of 
extrinsic motivation at the end of the 2012-13 academic year than the students 
who participated in traditional advisory the year prior (p = .956).   
Confidence 
 Personal growth initiative.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 
9 that students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 3.88 on the personal growth 
initiative measure and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 3.53.  OLS 
regressions presented in in Table 13 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic 
variables, students in enhanced advisory demonstrated significantly higher 
levels of sense of personal growth initiative at the end of the 2012-13 academic 
year than the students who participated in traditional advisory the year prior (p 
= .005).  In other words, EA students characterized themselves, on average, as 
more likely than their TA counterparts to have a good sense of where they are 
headed in their lives, that they take charge of their lives, and that if they want to 
change something in their lives they initiate the transition process.  The 
association between participating in EA and ninth graders’ sense of advisor 
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academic support scores was medium (Cohen’s d = .50). 
 Also evident in Table 13 is that identifying as Black/Latino (p = .078) is 
approaching significant as a negative predictor of personal growth initiative, 
while Asian/PI (p = .022) is a significant positive predictor of personal growth 
initiative.  More specifically, across both EA and TA students, the students who 
racially identified as being Black, Latino, or multi-racial demonstrated lower 
levels of personal growth initiative, while students who identified as Asian/PI 
were also students with a higher sense of personal growth initiative. 
 Resilience.   Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 9 that students 
in EA demonstrated a mean score of 4.36 on the resilience measure and students 
in TA demonstrated a mean score of 3.93.  OLS regressions presented in in Table 
13 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, EA students 
demonstrated a significantly stronger resilience (p < .0001) score at the end of 
their academic year than the TA students.  In other words, students in enhanced 
advisory expressed a stronger sense that, on average, they feel proud that they 
have accomplished things in life, they have self-discipline and determination, 
and they are someone people can generally rely on.  The association between 
CHS’s EA program and participating ninth grade students’ resilience scores can 
be considered large (Cohen’s d = .80). 
 Also evident in Table 13 is that identifying as Black/Latino (p = .08) is 
approaching significant as a negative predictor of resilience.  More specifically, 
across both EA and TA students, the students who racially identified as being 
Black, Latino, or multi-racial demonstrated lower levels of resilience than their 
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White and Asian/PI peers. 
 
Table  12.  OLS  Regressions  for  the  Relationship  between  Demographic  Variables  and    
Positive  Youth  Development  Competence  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
  
  
Problem  solving  behaviors  
  
Interpersonal  and    
problem  solving  skills  
     B   SE   T   p  
  
B   SE   T   p  
Intercept   3.29   0.75   4.40   <.0001  
  
3.64   0.31   11.87   <.0001  
EA   0.26   0.19   1.36   0.176        0.45   0.10   4.40   <.0001*  
Gender  (resp)   0.04   0.64   0.08   0.974  
  
0.61   0.31   1.97   <.051  
Female   0.07   0.18   0.37   0.712        -­‐‑0.07   0.10   -­‐‑0.75   0.457  
Black/Latino   -­‐‑0.31   0.24   -­‐‑1.31   0.193  
  
-­‐‑0.03   0.12   -­‐‑0.28   0.781  
Asian   0.36   0.28   1.30   0.197        0.16   0.15   1.10   0.272  
SES   -­‐‑0.11   0.08   -­‐‑1.40   0.163  
  
-­‐‑0.22   0.25   -­‐‑0.87   0.388  
EA*Female   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
  
-­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
R2   0.06  
  
0.15  
  
Intrinsic  motivation  
  
Extrinsic  motivation  
     B   SE   T   p  
  
B   SE   T   p  
Intercept   3.52   0.33   10.55   <.0001  
  
2.92   0.54   5.42   <.0001  
EA   0.56   0.15   3.64   0.0004*        0.01   0.18   0.06   0.956  
Gender  (resp)   0.67   0.42   1.61   0.110  
  
0.68   0.54   1.25   0.215  
Female   0.12   0.15   0.80   0.426        -­‐‑0.17   0.17   -­‐‑1.01   0.315  
Black/Latino   -­‐‑0.08   0.19   -­‐‑0.42   0.678  
  
0.14   0.22   0.65   0.517  
Asian   0.53   0.22   2.38   0.019*        0.03   0.26   0.12   0.906  
SES   -­‐‑0.51   0.37   -­‐‑1.41   0.162  
  
0.39   0.44   0.89   0.364  
EA*Female   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
  
-­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
R2   0.06  
  
0.15  
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Table  13.  OLS  Regressions  for  the  Relationship  between  Demographic  Variables  and  
Positive  Youth  Development  Confidence  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
  
Personal  growth  
  
Resilience  
     B   SE   T   p  
  
B   SE   T   p  
Intercept   3.08   0.39   8.00   <.0001        3.37   0.36   9.23   <.0001  
EA   0.36   0.13   2.85   0.005*  
  
0.44   0.10   4.35   <.0001*  
Gender  (resp)   1.11   0.40   2.86   0.005        0.98   0.33   2.91   0.004  
Female   -­‐‑0.20   0.12   -­‐‑1.64   0.104  
  
-­‐‑0.04   0.10   -­‐‑0.44   0.661  
Black/Latino   -­‐‑0.28   0.16   -­‐‑1.78   0.078*        -­‐‑0.22   0.12   -­‐‑1.76   0.080*  
Asian   0.42   0.18   2.32   0.022*  
  
0.22   0.14   1.52   0.132  
SES   -­‐‑0.53   0.32   -­‐‑1.67   0.098        -­‐‑0.35   0.26   -­‐‑1.34   0.182  
EA*Female   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
  
-­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
R2   0.15  
  
0.19  
 
 
 
Connection 
Community.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 10 that 
students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 3.43 on the community measure 
and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 3.14.  OLS regressions 
presented in in Table 14 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, 
students in enhanced advisory demonstrated significantly higher levels of sense 
of community at the end of the 2012–13 academic year than the students who 
participated in traditional advisory the year prior (p = .021).  In other words, EA 
students characterized themselves, on average, as more likely than their TA 
counterparts to feel that students in advisory care about and feel connected each 
other, feel a sense of spirit and trust in advisory, and feel confident that they can 
rely on others in advisory and that others will support them.  The association 
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between participating in EA and ninth graders’ sense of community scores was 
small (Cohen’s d = .40). 
 Trust.   Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 10 that students in 
EA demonstrated a mean score of 4.35 on the trust measure and students in TA 
demonstrated a mean score of 3.98.  OLS regressions presented in in Table 14 
reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, students in enhanced 
advisory demonstrated significantly higher levels of sense of trust at the end of 
the 2012-13 academic year than the students who participated in traditional 
advisory the year prior (p = .001).  In other words, EA students characterized 
themselves, on average, as more likely than their TA counterparts to ask for help 
when they needed it, to try to make CHS a good place to live, to trust each other, 
and to count on others for help.  The association between participating in EA and 
ninth graders’ trust scores was medium (Cohen’s d = .55). 
 Also evident in Table 14 is that Black/Latino (p = .058) and SES (p = .064) 
are approaching significant as negative predictors of trust, while Asian/PI (p 
= .079) is approaching significant as a positive predictor of trust.  More 
specifically, across both EA and TA students, the students who racially identified 
as being Black, Latino, or multi-racial, or identified as being in a lower socio-
economic status, demonstrated lower levels of trust, while students who 
identified as Asian/PI were also students with a higher sense of trust. 
 Collective efficacy.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 10 that 
students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 3.93 on the collective efficacy 
measure and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 3.64.  OLS regressions 
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presented in in Table 14 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, 
EA students demonstrated a significantly stronger sense of collective efficacy (p 
= .016) at the end of their academic year than the TA students.  In other words, 
students in enhanced advisory expressed a stronger sense, on average, that they 
felt safe at school, people work together to solve problems, people pull together 
to help one another, and one can ask the student government to get a problem 
solved.  The association between CHS’s EA program and participating ninth 
grade students’ sense of collective efficacy scores can be considered small 
(Cohen’s d = .38). 
 Also evident in Table 14 is that, across both EA and TA groups, SES was a 
significant negative predictor of sense of collective efficacy (p = .019).  More 
specifically, students who identified as being in a lower socio-economic status, 
demonstrated, on average, a weaker sense of collective efficacy than their peers 
who identified as being in higher socio-economic statuses. 
 Advisor personal support.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 
10 that students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 4.40 on the advisor personal 
support measure and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 4.03.  OLS 
regressions presented in in Table 14 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic 
variables, EA students demonstrated a significantly stronger sense of advisor 
personal support (p = .028) at the end of their academic year than the TA 
students.  In other words, students in enhanced advisory expressed a stronger 
sense that, on average, their advisor cares about them, thinks it is important to be 
their friend, likes them as much as they like other students, and cares about their 
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feelings.  The association between CHS’s EA program and participating ninth 
grade students’ sense of advisor personal support can be considered small 
(Cohen’s d = .43). 
 Advisor academic support.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 
10 that students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 4.27 on the advisor 
academic support measure and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 
4.00.  OLS regressions presented in in Table 14 reveal that, after adjusting for 
demographic variables, students in enhanced advisory demonstrated higher 
levels of sense of advisor academic support, which were approaching 
significance, at the end of the 2012-13 academic year than the students who 
participated in traditional advisory the year prior (p = .073).  In other words, EA 
students characterized themselves, on average, as more likely than their TA 
counterparts to feel that their advisors care about how much they learn, like to 
see their work and to help the learn, and want them to do their best in school.  
The association between participating in EA and ninth graders’ sense of advisor 
academic support scores was small (Cohen’s d = .34). 
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Table  14.  OLS  Regressions  for  the  Relationship  between  Demographic  Variables  and    
Positive  Youth  Development  Connection  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
      
 
Community  Trust 
  B SE T p  B SE T p 
Intercept 2.94 0.39 7.60 <.0001  3.72 0.19 19.90 <.0001 
EA 0.30 0.13 2.33 0.021*   0.40 0.12 3.45 0.001* 
Gender (resp) 0.78 0.39 2.00 0.048  0.91 0.30 2.99 0.003 
Female -0.14 0.12 -1.15 0.250   -0.12 0.11 -1.03 0.305 
Black/Latino -0.19 0.16 -1.25 0.213  -0.28 0.15 -1.91 0.058* 
Asian 0.26 0.18 1.43 0.154   0.31 0.18 1.76 0.079* 
SES -0.48 0.31 -1.52 0.130  -0.52 0.28 -1.87 0.064* 
EA*Female -- -- -- --  -- -- -- -- 
R2 0.09   0.14 
 
  
  
Collective  efficacy  
  
Advisor  personal  support  
     B   SE   T   p  
  
B   SE   T   p  
Intercept   2.85   0.17   17.14   <.0001  
  
3.83   0.34   11.33   <.0001  
EA   0.25   0.10   2.44   0.016*        0.35   0.16   2.23   0.028  
Gender  (resp)   0.71   0.27   2.62   0.010  
  
0.54   0.42   1.28   0.201  
Female   -­‐‑0.13   0.10   -­‐‑1.24   0.216        -­‐‑0.08   0.15   -­‐‑0.58   0.560  
Black/Latino   -­‐‑0.10   0.13   -­‐‑0.80   0.428  
  
-­‐‑0.15   0.19   -­‐‑0.80   0.425  
Asian   0.24   0.16   1.52   0.130        0.07   0.23   0.30   0.762  
SES   -­‐‑0.59   0.25   -­‐‑2.37   0.019*  
  
-­‐‑0.25   0.37   -­‐‑0.66   0.509  
EA*Female   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
  
-­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
R2   0.1      0.05  
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   Advisor  academic  support  
     B   SE   T   p  
Intercept   3.61   0.32   11.34   <.0001  
EA   0.27   0.15   1.81   0.073  
Gender  (resp)   0.49   0.40   1.22   0.224  
Female   -­‐‑0.03   0.14   -­‐‑0.20   0.842  
Black/Latino   -­‐‑0.07   0.18   -­‐‑0.41   0.683  
Asian   -­‐‑0.13   0.21   0.59   0.557  
SES   -­‐‑0.07   0.35   -­‐‑0.20   0.846  
EA*Female   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
R2   0.04  
 
Character 
 Grit.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 11 that students in EA 
demonstrated a mean score of 3.68 on the grit measure and students in TA 
demonstrated a mean score of 3.44.  OLS regressions presented in in Table 15 
reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, EA students demonstrated 
a significantly stronger grit (p = .002) at the end of their academic year than the 
TA students.  In other words, students in enhanced advisory expressed a 
stronger sense that, on average, they are diligent and ambitious, that they have 
overcome setbacks to conquer an important challenge, and that failures double 
their motivation to succeed.  The association between CHS’s EA program and the 
grit scores of participating ninth grade students’ can be considered medium 
(Cohen’s d = .55). 
Ethical identity.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 11 that 
students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 4.57 on the ethical identity measure 
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and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 4.27.  OLS regressions 
presented in in Table 15 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, 
EA students demonstrated a significantly stronger ethical identity (p = .0002) at 
the end of their academic year than the TA students.  In other words, students in 
enhanced advisory expressed a stronger sense, on average, that they are good 
people at home and at school, that being a good person is important to them, that 
other people at home and at school think they are good people, and that they 
agree with their friends about what it means to be a good person.  The 
association between CHS’s EA program and the ethical identity scores of 
participating ninth grade students’ can be considered medium (Cohen’s d = .70). 
Moral disengagement.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 11 
that students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 1.83 on the moral 
disengagement measure and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 2.28.  
OLS regressions presented in in Table 15 reveal that, after adjusting for 
demographic variables, students in enhanced advisory demonstrated 
significantly lower levels of moral disengagement at the end of the 2012-13 
academic year than the students who participated in traditional advisory the 
year prior (p = .009).  In other words, EA students characterized themselves, on 
average, as less likely than their TA counterparts to indicate that it is alright to 
cheat to help their friends, that students who have bad teachers cannot be 
blamed for cheating, and that it’s alright to cheat when one’s future happiness or 
success is at stake.  The association between participating in EA and ninth 
graders’ moral disengagement scores was medium (Cohen’s d = .55).   
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 Also evident in Table 15 is that, across both EA and TA groups, 
identifying as female was a significant negative predictor of moral 
disengagement (p = .035).  More specifically, students who identified as female, 
demonstrated, on average, a weaker sense of moral disengagement than their 
peers who identified as male. 
Academic behaviors.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 11 that 
students in EA demonstrated a mean score of 1.21 on the academic behaviors 
measure and students in TA demonstrated a mean score of 1.32.  OLS regressions 
presented in in Table 15 reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, 
students in enhanced advisory did not demonstrate significantly lower levels in 
academic behaviors at the end of the 2012-13 academic year than the students 
who participated in traditional advisory the year prior (p = .184).    
Caring/compassion 
 Empathy.  Recall from the descriptive statistics in Table 9 that students in 
EA demonstrated a mean score of 4.43 on the empathy measure and students in 
TA demonstrated a mean score of 4.11.  OLS regressions presented in in Table 16 
reveal that, after adjusting for demographic variables, students in enhanced 
advisory demonstrated significantly higher levels of empathy at the end of the 
2012-13 academic year than the students who participated in traditional advisory 
the year prior (p < .0001).  In other words, EA students characterized themselves, 
on average, as more likely than their TA counterparts to feel bad when someone 
gets their feelings hurt, to try to understand what other people go through, and 
to try to understand what other people feel and think.  The association between 
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participating in EA and ninth graders’ empathy scores was small (Cohen’s  
d = .44).  
 Also evident in Table 16, across both enhanced and traditional advisories, 
being female (p = .0002) was a significant positive predictor of empathy.  More 
specifically, students who identified as female demonstrated, on average, a 
stronger sense of empathy than their peers who identified as male.  In addition, 
there was a significant interaction between group and gender (p = .002).  
Therefore, while female students across both treatment and comparison groups 
demonstrated significantly higher levels of empathy, being in EA reduced the 
empathy difference between male and female students. 
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Table  15.  OLS  Regressions  for  the  Relationship  between  Demographic  Variables  and    
Positive  Youth  Development  Character  Sub-­‐‑Measures  
      
  
Grit  
  
Ethical  Identity  
  
B   SE   T   p      B   SE   T   p  
Intercept   3.26   0.30   10.96   <.0001        3.68   0.33   11.03   <.0001  
Group   0.26   0.08   3.17   0.002*      0.43   0.11   3.86   0.0002*  
Gender  (resp)   0.54   0.27   1.99   0.049        0.76   0.34   2.27   0.025  
Female   -­‐‑0.04   0.08   -­‐‑0.55   0.581      0.09   0.11   0.87   0.385  
Black/Latino   -­‐‑0.04   0.10   -­‐‑0.37   0.709        -­‐‑0.09   0.13   -­‐‑0.70   0.484  
Asian   0.10   0.12   0.84   0.403      0.25   0.16   1.61   0.109  
SES   -­‐‑0.35   0.21   -­‐‑1.67   0.098        -­‐‑0.35   0.27   -­‐‑1.26   0.209  
EA*Female   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑      -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
R2   0.11        0.16  
    
  
Moral  Disengagement  
  
Academic  Behaviors  
  
B   SE   T   p      B   SE   T   p  
Intercept   4.24   0.43   9.67   <.0001        4.97   0.37   13.57   <.0001  
Group   0.39   0.15   2.67   0.009*      0.10   0.08   1.34   0.184  
Gender  (resp)   -­‐‑0.14   0.44   -­‐‑0.31   0.760        -­‐‑0.08   0.30   -­‐‑0.26   0.799  
Female   0.30   0.14   2.13   0.035*      -­‐‑0.02   0.07   -­‐‑0.25   0.806  
Black/Latino   -­‐‑0.17   0.18   -­‐‑0.93   0.357        -­‐‑0.11   0.09   -­‐‑1.15   0.254  
Asian   0.23   0.21   1.09   0.277      0.13   0.11   1.20   0.232  
SES   -­‐‑0.51   0.36   -­‐‑1.41   0.160        -­‐‑0.18   0.21   -­‐‑0.86   0.390  
EA*Female   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑      -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑   -­‐‑-­‐‑  
R2   0.12        0.4  
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Table  16.  OLS  Regressions  for  the  Relationship  between  Demographic  Variables  and    
Positive  Youth  Development  Caring/Compassion  Sub-­‐‑Measure  
      
  
Empathy  
  
B   SE   T   p  
Intercept   3.68   0.49   7.46   <.0001  
Group   0.81   0.20   4.04   <.0001*  
Gender  (resp)   0.04   0.44   0.10   0.922  
Female   0.57   0.15   3.79   0.0002*  
Black/Latino   0.03   0.16   0.18   0.861  
Asian   0.18   0.19   0.95   0.344  
SES   0.01   0.34   0.02   0.986  
EA*Female   -­‐‑0.83   0.27   -­‐‑3.11   0.002*  
R2   0.16  
 
 
Conclusion 
 This study sought to examine the extent to which enhanced advisory 
fostered participating ninth grade students’ development as characterized by the 
Five Cs of positive youth development: Competence, Confidence, Connection, 
Character, and Caring/Compassion.  In this chapter I explored these students’ 
development over the course of the academic year and in relation to a previous 
cohort of ninth grade students who had a traditional advisory program.   
 To investigate changes in EA students’ positive development from Fall 
2012 to Spring 2013, I conducted paired samples t-tests and one-way analyses of 
variance (ANOVAs).  Paired samples t-tests revealed EA students’ scores 
decreased on 12 of the 16 measures from the beginning of the academic year to 
the end.  The community, problem solving behaviors, and intrinsic motivation 
measures’ decreases were statistically significant (p > .05).  I utilized the one-way 
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ANOVA test to see whether there were statistically significant differences in 
mean scores of each measure between advisory groups at the end of the 
academic year.  Results of ANOVA tests indicated there was one advisory group 
– group 7 – with significantly lower scores on students’ sense of advisor personal 
support than three other groups and significantly lower scores on students’ sense 
of advisor academic support than one other advisory group.   
 To further examine EA’s role in promoting positive development in 
participating students, I conducted independent samples t-tests and Ordinary 
Least Squares (OLS) regressions, which allowed me to compare the end-of year 
scores from EA students (treatment) to end-of-year scores of TA students 
(comparison).  The independent samples t-tests showed EA students’ end-of-year 
scores to be statistically significantly higher, and in one case lower, on 13 of 16 
measures, compared to TA students’ end-of-year scores.  OLS regression 
analyses also showed EA students’ to have significantly different scores on 13 of 
the 16 measures, with one additional measure approaching significance.  More 
specifically, EA students had significantly higher scores on interpersonal and 
problem solving skills, intrinsic motivation, personal growth initiative, resilience, 
community, trust, advisor personal support, advisor academic support, collective 
efficacy, grit, ethical identity, and empathy measures, and significantly lower 
scores on moral disengagement.   
 In the next two chapters I present findings from the qualitative data.  
Chapter 5 includes data from EA students and their advisors that seek to explore 
research question 3, which asks, “What is the nature and quality of the advisor-
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advisee relationships that are fostered by the school’s enhanced advisory 
program?  What role do those relationships play in the ways students receive 
support from their advisors?”  Chapter 6 explores research question 4, which 
asks, “What is the nature of the group component of the enhanced advisory 
program?  How does it foster relationships between the advisor and the student 
and the students with each other?  What role does the group component play in 
the ways students receive support?” 
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Chapter 5 
Qualitative Findings: Student-Advisor Relationship 
Introduction 
 In the next two chapters, I explore the qualitative data gathered.  The 
present chapter looks at interview data that address the first set of qualitative 
research questions: “What is the nature and quality of the advisor-advisee 
relationships that are fostered by CHS’s enhanced advisory (EA) program?  What 
role do those relationships play in the ways students receive support from their 
advisors?”  Recall from Chapter 3 that I interviewed 40 ninth grade students 
participating in EA and their seven advisors.  I had one-to-one interviews with 
all participants, where a semi-structured interview protocol was followed.  (See 
Appendix D for the student interview protocol and Appendices E and F for the 
advisor interview protocols.)   
 To explore and understand the nature and components of the advisor-
advisee relationships, this chapter is divided into three parts: advisor qualities, 
authentic advisor-advisee relationships, and perceived role of EA advisor 
support.  In the first section, advisor qualities, interviews with students reveal 
qualities and characteristics of advisors that seemed to serve as the foundation 
for a positive advisor-advisee relationship.  The second section, authentic 
relationships, outlines how advisors and students perceived and experienced 
their positive relationships.  Finally, the last section explores the perceived role of 
EA advisor support.    
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Advisor Qualities 
The students who felt connected to their advisor perceived their advisor 
as having a number of positive qualities.  Specifically, they described their 
advisors as “nice,” “comfortable” and approachable, “understanding” and 
nonjudgmental, and “encouraging” and positive. 
“Nice”   
Approximately one quarter of the students interviewed indicated that 
their advisor was “nice.”  Some students mentioned this quality about their 
advisors casually.  For example, Emmy said, “She’s just like very welcoming and 
warm and nice.”  And Toby stated, “She’s really outgoing and a really kind 
person.”  Others, like Laynie, expounded more.  She explained of her advisor: 
Really nice, really friendly.  He’s really friendly. He makes sure that 
everyone feels, you know, included in the group activities and makes sure 
that everyone knows what’s going on and what’s happening.  He’s one of 
those people where you can just tell they’re a nice person, like they 
wouldn’t ever hurt anybody or doing anything intentionally wrong.   
Laynie’s characterization of her advisor’s niceness indicates her appreciation of 
his attention to others, whether it was including others in group activities or 
generally being kind to people.  Other students also described this quality about 
their advisor.  For example, Aiden said: 
He’s super nice. He’s just like always has this smile. He’s just like...I can’t 
imagine him, like, not making time for you.  Like if you, say you need a 
meeting, you can say, “I need a meeting today,” and he’ll— If he doesn’t 
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have room, he’ll cancel stuff to have a meeting with you. He’s just, like, 
he’s so cool. 
It seems that, for Aiden, his advisor’s niceness meant making time for him by 
any means necessary.  For many students it was good to have a “nice” advisor. 
“Comfortable” and approachable 
 In addition to thinking their advisor was “nice,” almost half of the 
interviewed students explained that they felt “comfortable” with their advisor 
and thought their advisor was approachable.  Toby and Emmy’s explanations of 
their impressions of their advisors offer illustrations indicative of many students’ 
experiences.  Toby said: 
She’s really good, like, making you feel comfortable just talking with her 
about something, about problems, and just, yeah.  That kind of thing….  
Just, she smiles, and just is very supportive of whatever, whatever’s going 
on.  It’s not like, ‘Oh this is all your fault!’  Like that kind of thing.  Like, 
‘Deal with it.’  It’s like, ‘How can we deal with it?’  Rather than just, ‘You 
deal with it yourself.’   
Toby recognized his advisor’s supportiveness and willingness to work with him 
through challenges, making him feel comfortable working with her.  Emmy 
spoke similarly about her advisor, who was a different person than Toby’s 
advisor: 
I think she’s really good at like making everyone comfortable with her…. 
She’s, like, super warm and inviting and I think it’s partially like why I 
liked her so much at the beginning of the year.  Like, she helped welcome 
  136 
you to CHS so yeah I really like her a lot.   
When asked what her advisor did to make her feel comfortable and how she 
knew she could trust her, Emmy responded, “I don’t know! It’s just, like, a 
feeling.  I can’t, like, explain it.  I don’t know if I’m like obligated to trust her, but 
I, I just feel like I can.”  From many interviews with these students in EA, it was 
evident that feeling comfortable around their advisor and that their advisor was 
approachable were important advisor characteristics. 
“Understanding” and nonjudgmental 
 Approximately one quarter of the students interviewed indicated how 
much they appreciated their advisor being “understanding” of academic 
challenges and emotional stress, as well as who they each were as individuals 
and what kinds of support they needed.  Robbie explained it was good that his 
advisor knew and understood him:  
I mean, I guess it’s nice because he really knows me.  I, I think it actually is 
good, cause I’ve realized like up until— [My advisor] has been charting 
my, like, my progress through, like, my grades and stuff and he actually 
understands me, so I guess it’s good.   
Likewise, Eve expressed the importance of her advisor understanding and 
knowing her as well as the school context in order to offer the best support 
possible for her personally.  She stated: 
He’s really good at understanding if you’re, like— He just kind of knows 
what you’re going through.  And so I just think that, like, it’s really 
important for this advisor program to have someone who understands, 
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because otherwise, like, it’s hard for them to kind of guide you and make 
sure you’re doing the right thing. 
It was important to students that their advisors understood them, as well as 
understood the stressors involved with being a student at CHS.  Kylie, who 
described a similar experience with her advisor as Eve, explained that her 
advisor understood the challenges associated with being a CHS student: 
She really understands that CHS is hard and it’s hard to get good grades 
and it’s hard to go straight from school to lacrosse for practice and do all 
this stuff and she kinda just understands that, and she understands what 
it’s like to be a CHS student and she’s there to help us through it.  And she 
helps us through it really well. 
Kylie went on to describe her experience talking about her grades with her 
advisor.  She said her advisor expressed a priority that she work hard and be 
happy:  
When we meet with her for— At the end of each semester or mid-
semester we get our grades and we go talk to her and she doesn’t care 
what our grades are, she just wants us to work our hardest and, like, be 
happy with what grades we got and be happy in our classes.  And I think 
that’s really important.  I feel like that’s what my mom does, too. And so, 
that’s, I kind of like— It’s really nice to have someone like that at school as 
well. 
Many students, like Kylie, discussed talking about their grades with their 
advisors.  Based on student interviews, it was clear that students perceived their 
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advisors to be nonjudgmental, particularly around the issue of grades.  Nate 
expounded on this idea: 
She doesn’t judge. Like if you have a grade, she’ll just, like, she won’t 
really— She probably, like, does care what the grade is but she doesn’t 
show that she cares.  She just shows that she cares, like, that you want— 
She wants you to do better.  She wants you to like meet with the teacher 
and she wants you to be happy with your grade.  So that’s nice. Like if I 
had a teacher and I went in and I met with her and she was a little bit, like, 
she was like my parents, like who weren’t so happy with a grade and that 
would stink. But, like, it’s really unique because she’s just, like, just 
helping me do my best and helping me like meet my own goals, and it’s 
nice how she doesn’t have an opinion. Well, she has, it’s nice how she 
doesn’t judge me. 
Robbie, Eve, and Kylie all experienced their advisors as being understanding and 
nonjudgmental.   
 Interviews with four advisors explored their perceptions of their own 
advising qualities and one characteristic that emerged as important was being 
nonjudgmental.  It is noteworthy, as discussed above, this quality was also 
identified as important to students.  During an interview at the beginning of the 
school year, one advisor, Elliot, explicitly stated he thought of himself as non-
evaluative: 
Like, I’m not going to write a letter of rec for the student.  I’m not going to 
give them a grade or anything, and that that’s valuable as well to have an 
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adult who is witness to and having conversations about the process of 
their life, but there isn’t a sense that at some point I’m gonna offer them an 
evaluation in a way that means they have to hide trouble from me or 
anything in a way they might with a teacher. So that’s my sense of it. 
His sense of his role was to be a consistent non-evaluative presence for students.  
His hope was that, as a result, his advisees would be open with him, not having 
to hide anything because they were fearful of how Elliot would judge them as a 
result.  During an interview at the start of the academic year with another 
advisor, Johanna, she indicated a similar idea about how she wanted students to 
perceive her: 
I think that it’s sort of one of those intangibles that they know that I’m not 
grading them on anything; they know that I’m not evaluating them on 
anything, so it inherently changes the dynamic between us.  There’s no 
need for them to respond to me in a way that they might if they were 
worried about a grade or worried about their performance.  So it just 
creates a level of openness and candor, because in a sense there’s nothing 
at stake, so they can just be however they are and that’s fine. 
Both Elliot and Johanna indicated the importance of being nonjudgmental in 
order to create opportunities for students to be open and speak with them. 
“Positive” and encouraging 
 Many students thought of their advisor as being encouraging, “positive,” 
and good-natured.  Approximately one quarter of the students interviewed 
indicated their appreciation for an advisor with a “positive” attitude.  Palmer 
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mentioned his advisor “comes with a good attitude and she’s pretty positive.  
And she’s, like, a pretty supportive person and just has a welcoming kind of air 
about her.”  Vince, who had a different advisor than Palmer said his advisor 
“smiles a lot.  Just is happy. If you can do ‘happy’ well, I mean, she does that 
well.”  Vince appreciated his advisor’s “happy” disposition.  Similarly, Monica 
stated: 
When you see her in the hall, she gives you, “Hello,” and like smiles.  And 
I think even when you have a bad day, just seeing her so happy and 
saying hi to you, just makes you feel better and reminds you that you 
have an adult to talk to. 
Being “positive” and “happy” were qualities that students noted and recognized 
as being helpful to them.    
 In addition to having a positive attitude, students also noted how 
encouraging their advisors were and how they tried to bring out the best in them.  
For example, Laynie said her advisor “sees in all of us the best that we can be 
and he wants us to be the best that we can be.”  Laynie continued by saying: 
I remember the first quarter, when we— At the end of the first quarter 
when we got our progress reports, mine were average, you know.  But the 
comments were talking about things that I could improve and he helped 
me— he pushed me to improve myself.  And I pushed myself, and I think 
just having someone there who’s saying, ‘You know, you can do it,’ just 
makes all the difference.” 
Laynie, along with 10 other students, indicated “positive” and encouraging to be 
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important characteristics in an advisor.   
 Advisors also identified being encouraging was an important quality for 
them to have.  In interviews with two advisors at the end of the academic year, 
they each recounted specific instances with students in which they spoke about 
needing to be an encourager.  Nellie described a student who was having a 
challenging time in his science class.  During the term, she and her advisee had 
conversations about his lack of engagement in class and not getting along with 
the teacher.  Around the time of the interview, she was preparing to meet with 
him to discuss his current progress report grades.  She said:  
I just want, when I meet with him over progress reports, just to reiterate 
how proud of him that he now has an A- in her class, and seems to be 
doing really well.  In her comments, she was saying things like, ‘You’re 
very engaged; you’re very attentive,’ which does not sound like a student 
who feels defensive, or a student that does not like the teacher, you know?  
So I just want to reiterate that I see that—how far he’s come, and that I’m 
proud of him. 
Nellie asserted that her role in that moment was to affirm her advisee’s progress.   
 Similarly to Nellie, Alicia recognized the support she provided for her 
advisees at times came in the form of encouragement, which might look like 
cheerleading and also like listening.  During this part of the interview Alicia was 
discussing an advisee who was experiencing physical symptom manifestations 
of emotional issues that were preventing him from attending school regularly.  
She stated: 
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With him, too, you know, I’ve had to really, like, loop in other experts at 
this school, but have definitely remained in touch with him and I’m 
starting to realize that I really need to be, like, the cheerleader.  And not— 
Because he’s also falling really behind in his work, and, you know, his 
parents are concerned that he’s sort of using this as an excuse, but I think I 
really need to be the one who just listens to him and sort of lets him vent, 
as oppose to, like, trying to snap him into shape.  So that was something 
that I realized recently. 
Here, Alicia made the distinction between different kinds of support.  Whereas 
one option was to become involved with the concerns of the parents about their 
child not wanting to go to school, she decided to play the role of listener and 
cheerleader for the student alone.  She chose to be the student’s encourager. 
Summary 
 From the beginning of the academic year, students developed perceptions 
of their advisors.  It is clear from the data that the majority of students perceived 
their advisors to be “nice,” “comfortable” and approachable, “understanding” 
and nonjudgmental, and/or “positive” and encouraging.  Interviews with four 
advisors revealed that advisors also considered being nonjudgmental and 
encouraging to be important qualities in specific situations with advisees.  These 
perceived positive advisor qualities provided a foundation for a positive, 
authentic advisor-advisee relationship.   
 These positive perceptions students have of their advisors serve as the 
foundation of what positive youth development calls a mutually influential 
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individual<—>context relation (Lerner & Overton, 2008), or in this case a 
student<—>advisor relation.  As will be explored in the next section, student 
perceptions of advisor characteristics such as “comfortable,” “understanding,” 
nonjudgmental, and encouraging increased the possibility that students would 
further engage with their advisor, thus potentially increasing the frequency of 
their student<—>advisor relations. 
Authentic Student-Advisor Relationships 
Evident from the previous section, it was important to students that their 
advisors exhibit qualities such as being approachable, nonjudgmental, and 
encouraging.  It was also important to advisors that they be non-evaluative and 
encouraging.  These advisor characteristics laid a foundation to the developing 
relationships between students and their advisors.  During the school year, 
advisors and students further developed their relationships by getting to know 
each other.  One way advisors deepened their connection to students was by 
showing they cared about them. 
Knowing the whole student 
 Another theme that emerged in students’ discussion of the advisor-
advisee relationship was that students and their advisors got to know each other 
over the course of the year.  Approximately one quarter of the students spoke 
about their sense that their advisors knew them, as individual people and as 
students.  It seemed important to students that their advisor knew them.   
The most common ways students perceived advisors showing they 
wanted to know them was when advisors asked students questions and when 
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students told their advisors about themselves.  For example, in response to the 
question about what her advisor did to get to know her, Isabelle said, “She’ll, like, 
ask you questions or like tell you about when she met your parents.  That kind of 
thing.”  She stated that the good thing about her advisor asking questions was, 
“well, you can— you feel like she wants to know about you and what’s going on 
right now.”  Casey recounted a similar experience with his advisor.  He 
explained that his advisor seemed genuinely interested in him.  “He actually 
seems like he really wants to learn about, like, your day and how your week was; 
make sure you’re all okay.”  Isabelle and Casey described their advisors being 
inquisitive about their lives and how they were doing.  These students were 
appreciative that their advisors took the time to learn about them. 
Nate, who had a different advisor than Isabelle and Casey, indicated he 
got the impression his advisor liked to talk to him about life and the world.  He 
said he and his advisor had common interests and when they met to discuss his 
classes “it’ll get really off topic, but it’s still nice because we’ve done everything 
we needed to in the conference [and] we’re just having a conversation.”  He said 
it was nice to go “off topic.”  
I don’t really wanna meet with somebody and just, like, strictly on them 
giving me advice. It’s like, them being, I would see that as a little bit like, if 
they were— If all they were doing was telling me what to do, I like, I’d 
probably do it, but I wouldn’t be too happy about it. And then also, when 
you go off topic, it makes you feel a lot more comfortable and you actually 
carry out a conversation and you forget about whatever you were nervous 
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about.  And when it comes up again you, you just talk about, like, you’re 
just more comfortable talking about it ‘cause you’ve been talking about 
something random for, like, the past 20 minutes. 
This example of Nate reflecting on his conversations with his advisor exemplifies 
many students’ experiences with their advisors.  Students were grateful their 
advisors wanted to get to know them and talked with them about their lives.  
Advisors showing interest in students’ lives was an important indicator of a 
positively developing advisor-advisee relationship.  
Interviews with five advisors explored their sense of knowing their 
advisees.  Two advisors described having a good sense of their advisees, one 
advisor indicated knowing her advisees to different degrees, and two advisors 
described not having a good sense of specific students.  They all revealed their 
efforts to show their interest in their advisees and being an available resource to 
them. 
Daphne was one of the advisors who felt confident about knowing her 
students.  She said she started getting to know her advisees by reading their files 
even before the school year began.  “I couldn’t remember all 13 kids’ academics 
and sports so I made copies of the profiles and studied them.”  When she wrote 
her introductory letters to each of her advisees over the summer she was able to 
customize them, because “I had their pictures, so I already knew what they were 
like; if they had siblings, if I knew their siblings, their parents.  I tried to 
remember everything.”  Daphne worked diligently to remember details about 
her advisees’ lives. 
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The other advisor who had a good sense of his advisees was Isaac.  He 
spoke about what he did to get to know them: 
I mean partly, it was just knowing their extra, like, what they’re doing 
outside of school and asking them about how that’s going.  Or checking in 
with them about whatever, like Haley’s mom or the [physics] teacher that 
they’re having a problem with.  Or, you know, just sort of at the end of 
meetings or cluster pulling them aside, or like ‘Hey, how’s this going, do 
you need any help with this?’   
Isaac got to know students by asking them questions.  Notably, students also 
indicated perceiving their advisors getting to know them by their advisors 
asking them questions.   
There were two advisors who expressed concern about not knowing 
individual advisees.  One of the advisors, Benjamin, first identified two ways he 
tried to get to know his advisees.  He briefly mentioned the formal mechanisms 
that were used in advisory, but stated he really looked for an “in” that developed 
organically, such as “connecting over a Sharks game, or you know some weird 
point of contact.  I think that’s when you start to really break the ice in a new 
way, or in a deeper way.”  He continued: 
I think it’s just waiting for those things to arise.  And I think honestly a lot 
of it as an adult with kids is like, waiting.  Getting close to really meeting 
them where they are, but not pushing too hard.  At least for me.  Like, 
kind of, if that’s what it seems like they need, or something.  To kind of 
just let them know I’m here and, like, let it take time if that makes sense. 
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He recalled a situation in which he found himself waiting for an advisee: 
Let’s see, well, I mean, that kid Jarrod is an example.  I felt an urge inside 
sometimes to push something and make something happen.  ‘Cause I kind 
of felt, like, ‘Huh, I’m a little worried about this young, little boy who’s 
like walking around here really kind of blank-faced.  And, is he lost?’  You 
know?  But I think, I would have little ways of constantly checking in.  
And I think that’s part of it, even those kids who seem disconnected or 
something, to find little ways to check in.  Even if it’s like, saying hello 
when they walk in the room.  And even if they look at you like they’re 
shocked, like, ‘Who you talking to?’  You know?  And just kind of 
continuing those little things, even if you’re not getting those big 
connections. 
Benjamin explained a phenomenon of meeting students where they were.  In the 
situation with Jarrod he described, he did not have the sense that he knew Jarrod 
personally or what kind of support Jarrod needed in school.  While he had some 
inclination to push Jarrod to open up to him, Benjamin instead made small 
points of contact to indicate to Jarrod that he cared and he was available if Jarrod 
ever needed him. 
Another advisor, Nellie, had a similar experience with her advisee, Jacob, 
who she expressed she barely knew:  
I think that he’s doing fine in school, he’s actually doing pretty well.  His 
transition was fairly smooth.  I think he has friends.  And I think it’s so 
easy for a kid like him, that’s well adjusted, and doing well and happy, to 
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be kind of somewhat of a mystery to his advisor.  And when I sit and meet 
with him, I don’t care how open-ended my question is, our meetings are, 
like, a couple of minutes, because I just can’t get anything out of him.  
Yeah, and so, I just need to be patient with him.  Yeah, and I’m just going 
to wait and see if that day comes, you know.  Like, one of these days, he’s 
going to grow up.  Maybe when he’s 17 and wants to talk to me about 
college applications, or something, but yeah. 
Nellie and Benjamin indicated not knowing specific students.  Moreover, they 
both spoke about continuing to show students they were interested in them and 
available as they waited for their advisees to open up.  They both looked forward 
to the day when those students connected with them. 
Knowing the whole advisor 
 In addition to students’ perceptions that their advisors knew them, 
students also had a sense they knew their advisor.  Approximately one quarter of 
interviewed students spoke about how they knew their advisors.  They said 
advisors shared about themselves, their lives, and their families.  Laynie noted 
that her advisor “brings his kids in all the time [and] they’re so cute.”  Haley’s 
advisor did not bring her children to school, but she said her advisor “always 
tells us stories about them.” 
 Advisors sharing about themselves seemed to facilitate a different kind of 
relationship with some students than they had experienced previously with 
teachers.  Michael described how the advisor-advisee relationship was inherently 
different from the student-teacher relationship.  He indicated that classroom 
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teachers put up boundaries, not wanting personal lives involved in work being 
done in the classroom, whereas his advisor readily discussed her home life.  He 
said, “It’s kind of better because you know them more, so it’s a closer 
relationship, like, you know, on a more personal level rather than just teacher-
student.”   
A student named Meagan, who had a different advisor than all three of 
the students above, described her advisor as being very open about himself, 
which made her feel more comfortable opening up to the advisory group.  She 
recounted how when she and the other students in her advisory would sit in a 
circle to share, he would “tell us a story about something that has happened in 
his youth, so that kind of relaxes us a little bit and then gets us in the mood for 
sharing stuff about yourself.”  Meagan, along with Laynie, Haley, and Michael, 
described advisors who told their advisees about themselves and their home 
lives.  In doing so, they made students feel closer to them than if they were in a 
typical teacher-student relationship.  In addition, as advisors gave students 
information about themselves, students were more comfortable offering 
information about themselves. 
The majority of advisors also indicated they told their advisees about 
themselves.  For example, when Johanna explained what she did to allow 
students to get to know her, she indicated she always shared during the Highs 
and Lows activity.  She mentioned that by sharing what was going on in her life 
she was opening lines of communication with her advisees, which she thought 
helped build trust.  She believed they knew she was being genuine with them, 
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which in turn allowed them to be genuine with her.  She described something 
she might tell her students: 
 Like, during Highs and Lows, if we’re going around I might say, like, “Oh 
my family’s in town” and then they want to know, like, “Oh, who are 
your brothers and sisters?” And then I say, “This is my family.  And, like, 
I have a husband.  And I live here.”  And all this craziness about the 
wedding.  And they want to know everything about it and [one student 
said,] “I told my dad and he thought it was so funny and he wanted to 
know what happened.”  And you know.  So, obviously within—I have 
boundaries, but I think those kinds of things they think, “Oh, I’m special, 
you told me something about yourself.  You shared with me.” And it’s, 
like, something that’s totally appropriate.  
In this instance, Johanna showed she made an effort to connect with her students 
by sharing facts about her life.   
 Similarly, another advisor, Nellie, spoke about participating in games 
played during advisory:   
We usually have some kind of game that’s focused on, especially in the 
fall it was much more focused on, like, icebreaker-type games and getting 
to know you.  And instead of just being the facilitator of the game, I 
participate…. So, you know, I participate in those games as a way for 
them to kind of connect to me, too, and to see me as a like a human being 
rather than, oh, just a teacher or a mentor.  And I’ll also I do try to share 
things that are, that humanize me, in a way that show that I make 
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mistakes, or that you know, that show when I’ve kind of grown. 
Thus, more than just telling students facts about herself and her interests, Nellie 
deliberately shared with her advisees more dynamic processes about her own 
development.   
 Conversely, another advisor, Daphne, stated she did not know how well 
her advisees knew her, saying, “It’s not an important part of the role.”  While 
Daphne indicated her advisees knowing her was unnecessary, advisors Johanna 
and Nellie asserted it was.  In addition, some students appreciated that knowing 
more about their advisors contributed to the development of a new kind of 
school-based adult-child relationship.  Other students appreciated their advisors 
opening up because it helped them be more vulnerable in front of the group. 
Authentic caring 
 In addition to the students’ sense that their advisors knew them and their 
perception they knew their advisors, the students also believed their advisors 
cared about and were concerned for them.  Approximately one quarter of 
interviewed students recounted how their advisors picked up on subtle cues that 
something was not going well, came to them to set up meetings preemptively, 
were in communication with them during hard times, and followed up with 
them afterward.  In addition, advisors advocated on students’ behalf.  This care 
for students deepened and expanded their relationships with their advisors. 
Checking in and following up 
 Many students perceived that their advisors cared about them when they 
checked in with them about how they were doing.  For example, Sean discussed 
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how his advisor cared more about his health than his academics, asking how he 
was doing and advising him to get more sleep:   
If I look extraordinarily tired on a certain day, she’ll ask, ‘Are you okay? 
What time did you sleep?’ and stuff.  And she always told me, cause I 
have a problem with like sleeping late, like, ‘If you find yourself doing 
history homework beyond like 10:00pm, don’t do it and just go to sleep.’  
So I think, I mean, I never followed that rule, but I think she cares a lot 
about like the health of the students and stuff.  Like, ‘cause I think she 
finds that more important than like how are we doing in terms of 
academics.  I think she cares more about the health of the students as 
opposed to like how I might be doing academics wise.  So that’s what I 
like about her.  And she’s just really a cool person. 
This care for Sean helped him feel connected to and trust his advisor. 
Peyton expressed how her advisor might be the only person she would 
speak with during school some days if she was angry or upset about something.  
While sometimes she went to a friend, she recognized that her friends had their 
own problems, too, and might not want to hear about hers.  During those times 
she would go to her advisor, who, she said, was “really quick on noticing when 
students are kind of not in their usually happy-go-lucky mood.”  This indicated 
to Peyton that her advisor really cared.  “Because your advisor’s really, I’d say 
close to you, they pick little subtle things up like that really quickly,” which she 
was very grateful for.  Peyton knew her advisor cared about her and she sought 
her out when she needed support.  
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In addition, some students perceived their advisor’s care for them when 
they experienced their advisors coming to them.  For instance, Tisha observed: 
Well, he comes to us before we come to him.  Like, he makes sure that he 
schedules meetings with us so that he’s like up to date on our, like, what’s 
going on in our school lives and in our family lives.  And he just like really 
makes it clear that he’s there to support us and he’s just really open. 
Being preemptive was an indication to Tisha that her advisor cared about her 
and made her a priority. 
Students found that their advisors would communicate with them in 
various ways to check in and see how they were doing with school.  Tanya, for 
example, recounted a time when she had a bad day in chemistry.  She said, “I 
guess my chem teacher told [my advisor] and then she emailed me just, like, 
checking in.”  Tanya had not told her advisor about the bad chemistry class, but 
her advisor found out and emailed her to follow up with her about it.   
Monica also had an experience with her advisor following up with her 
about a class.  At the time, Monica was struggling with a project for her 
photography class.  She said, “I had a really hard time with Photo in the first 
quarter.  Like, my first project wasn’t very good.”  At one point she was behind 
on the project and spoke to her advisor about it:  
And for the next couple of weeks, she would be like, ‘How’s your Photo 
project going?  Have you gotten it done?’  I just thought it was nice that 
she remembered that and thought of me, because it’s not a huge thing.  
But she remembered it and asked me about it, which I thought was really 
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nice.   
Monica and others perceived that their advisors cared about them.  From the 
students’ perspectives, their advisors indicated that they were concerned for 
their well-being by asking how they were doing, checking in with them, and 
following up. 
Advisors advocated on students’ behalf 
 Another indicator for students that advisors cared about them was that 
they advocated on their behalf.  Seven students spoke about their advisors’ 
advocacy efforts.  One student, Theresa, recalled a situation with her math class 
about which her advisor was very responsive.  She was placed into Math II after 
taking the math assessment before the school year began, but at the beginning of 
the second quarter she decided she did not have enough algebra background and 
wanted to be moved to Math I.  She stated: 
I think a lot of advisors probably would’ve said, like, you know, 
“Honestly, like, people don’t do that. You just had a full quarter of this; it 
just doesn’t make any sense.”  But he was really receptive about the fact 
that I felt like I wasn’t prepared for that class even though I wasn’t even 
like doing that badly.  So like most people would say, you know—don’t.  
But I think that he sort of really like took into account what I wanted and 
he like made it happen. You know he talked to [the academic dean] and 
he had me moved out. And it was just a really easy transition because he 
was so there for me, my parents, to sort of be like someone I can talk to…. 
That was really nice, that I had someone that I could you know rely on to 
  155 
sort of be my advocate. 
As CHS was a high achieving, academically rigorous environment, it seemed 
appropriate that Theresa would have doubts about her advisor supporting her 
decision.  Even so, Theresa experienced her advisor listening to her, trusting her 
judgment, and advocating on her behalf. 
Like Theresa, Toby also indicated appreciation for his advisor’s advocacy.  
During the first semester, Toby said he got behind on a paper for his English 
class for a variety of reasons.  He recounted, “There was just a 
miscommunication between myself and my English teacher and it kind of like-- 
She contacted [my advisor] about like, “Oh it’s so late!” and I had an extension 
already, so it was— I don’t know what happened.”  His advisor contacted him, 
he explained his understanding of his agreement with his teacher, and “it got 
fixed.”  Toby stated he was grateful for his advisor’s advocacy. 
Robbie had a different experience of his advisor advocating for him.  
While speaking about how his advisor knew him, understood him, and tracked 
his progress, he said his advisor was “almost like an advocate and that’s nice to 
have.”  Rather than advocating to others for Robbie, he said, “He gives me tools 
to advocate for myself.  And, you know, he like gives me help on like my 
progress of like my grades and stuff, and like things to do to like help them, I 
guess.  Help my grades.”  Robbie experienced his advisor advocating to him, in a 
sense, showing him the tools to use to advocate on his own behalf.  
Advisors on caring about their advisees 
 Just as students indicated advisors caring about them, four out of seven 
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advisors explicitly noted during interviews that they cared about their advisees.  
Specifically, they commented on how they showed they care, such as directly 
communicating care and love, remembering facts about students’ lives, and 
providing a listening ear. 
During an interview with Elliot, he talked about the emotional support he 
offered students.  He said he cared about them a great deal: 
Like I think that I’m able to communicate that…. I do think I’m good at 
connecting on— When I need to express my love and concern for a 
student, I think that they can hear that, or whatever, and I think that’s 
important to be able to do. 
Elliot explained how he directly communicates his care for his advisees. 
Daphne indicated caring very much about her students.  During an 
interview toward the end of the school year, Daphne said she made sure to 
remember the details of her advisees’ lives, such as what sports they played and 
what was happening in their lives.  She stated, “Knowing information about 
them allowed me to show my concern and I could ask them caring questions. It 
came out naturally and seemed more genuine. I wasn’t trying to find something 
to say.”  By remembering details about their lives, Daphne showed her advisees 
she cared about them. 
Similarly to Daphne, Isaac showed his care for students by remembering 
details about their lives and making inquiries.  While observing Isaac’s advisory 
one day, I watched him spend a few minutes at the end of the period 
individually checking in with each student as a whole group activity.  He was 
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sitting in a chair at the front of the classroom, and students were sitting in chairs 
at desks lining the perimeter of the room.  Isaac started with the student to his 
immediate left, Amelia, and asked her how she was doing with lacrosse.  Amelia 
responded that girls’ lacrosse was undefeated.  Isaac went to the next student, 
Peter, and asked him how basketball was going, to which he responded, “Good.”  
When Isaac asked the next student, Sean, about tennis, he told his advisor, “I 
think I’m doing okay.  Overall we suck.  Some days are good; other days are 
terrible.”  Isaac replied, “Keep up the good effort!”  This type of questioning 
continued all the way around the room.  Isaac did not consult notes about the 
students during this interaction; he knew at least one activity in which each of his 
advisees participated. 
In addition to explicitly telling students they cared about them and 
showing they cared by remembering details and asking them about their lives, 
advisors also indicated they cared by listening to their advisees.  Nellie and 
Johanna noted the importance of showing their advisees that they were able and 
willing listen.  Relaying a situation with an advisee where there was little action 
Nellie could take, she said: 
There was nothing I could do to really help her that except be a listening 
ear.  But I think just knowing that there was somebody here to listen, and 
that really cared, helped her just kind of release that anxiety surrounding 
those issues.  And again, I don’t think anything’s really been resolved, but 
just to be another adult in her life that cares aside from a parent has been 
really important. 
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Similarly, Johanna described part of her role as a “kind of general, vague ‘I’m 
here and if you want to come unload something on me, I’m just a person that 
you know who you know will listen.’”  Both Johanna and Nellie indicated 
showing they cared for their advisees by being willing listeners.   
Summary 
 Most students and their advisors developed and deepened their 
relationships with each other, thus increasing the quantity and quality of their 
student<—>advisor relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008).  The student narratives 
strongly suggest that one important characteristic of how student-advisor 
relationships developed was students and advisors sharing about themselves 
and their lives with one another. Both students and advisors sharing about 
themselves with each other indicates that this student<—>advisor relation was 
truly bidirectional.  In addition, both student and advisor narratives suggest that 
advisors cared about and advocated on behalf of their advisees, which also 
strengthened the student-advisor relationship.  The next section demonstrates 
that the students who experienced authentic, positive relationships with their 
advisors also benefited from advisor support. 
Perceived Role of Advisor Support 
 To this point, I have elucidated three broad indicators of positively 
developing advisor-advisee relationships.  The first was that students felt 
positively about specific qualities and characteristics of their advisors.  They 
thought their advisors were nice, “comfortable” and approachable, 
“understanding” and nonjudgmental, and/or “positive” and encouraging.  The 
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second indicator was that advisors and students got to know each other, 
illustrated by student recollections of their advisors asking them questions about 
themselves and advisors themselves telling students about their own lives.  The 
third emergent indicator of the positive advisor-advisee relationship was 
students perceiving that their advisors cared about and were concerned for them.  
This was evident to students when their advisors checked in with students and 
advocated on their behalf.  These students and their advisors together created 
positive relationships—safe connections with adults in which students felt 
comfortable, accepted, and known.  These were also students who benefited 
from advisor support.  In particular, students receive emotional support, learned 
soft skills from their advisors, and received support on social issues. 
Emotional support 
 Students with positive relationships with their advisors asked for and 
received emotional support.  Two main categories requiring emotional support 
emerged from interviews with students: personally dealing with emotions 
regarding grades and talking to parents about grades. 
Grades 
 Recall from Chapter 3 the description of the enhanced advisory grade 
reflection activity.  During the advisory period preceding the dispersal of 
progress reports or report cards, students completed a worksheet asking them to 
write down their expected grade for each course and why they thought so.  Then, 
during the advisory period in which students received their grades, they 
reported their actual grade on the worksheet and the extent to which their 
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expectation matched the actual grade.  Then during the succeeding weeks, each 
student met with their advisor for an individual meeting.  The pairing of the 
grade reflection activity and one-on-one meeting was the main mechanism by 
which students and advisors connected on students’ academic progress.  Within 
the advisor-advisee dynamic this was an emotional issue.   
 Almost half of students interviewed discussed benefits of speaking with 
their advisor about their grades or other academic issues.  Damien said his 
advisor approached speaking to students about grades in a way that allowed 
them to express how they were feeling about the grades.  For example, he said 
his advisor asked, “Is there anything, like, you’re upset with?’ or ‘Is there 
anything you wanna tell me?’ or anything like that.”  Damien stated he liked this 
approach because it made him feel less intimidated to talk about his grades.  
Nate also had a positive experience speaking to his advisor about grades.  He 
noted his advisor was “really easy to talk to.”  This was particularly helpful 
during times he was nervous to go into a meeting with his advisor to talk about 
his progress report because of a specific grade.  He said, “You always come out 
[of the meetings] feeling better.”   
 Many students felt better after meeting with their advisor because 
advisors did not judge students for having low grades.  Recall the section in this 
chapter on students’ perceptions of advisor qualities that being nonjudgmental 
was an important characteristic in an advisor.  In addition to the examples 
offered there of Kylie and Nate’s views of their advisors as understanding and 
nonjudgmental about grades, Laynie and Graham expressed gratitude for their 
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advisors because of how they spoke to them about their grades.  Laynie said: 
He doesn’t call anyone out for having bad grades and he doesn’t judge 
anyone for that, which I think is really great of him, and he’s just like you 
know, ‘What can you do better?’  He’s like ‘Are you learning the material?’ 
and if not, ‘How can we improve that? How can we make you to be the 
best you can be?’  Which I think you know, is really helpful….I think it’s 
really just nice to have someone who will look over your grades with you 
and be like, “You’re good at this.  How can we have this translate to this?”  
Laynie expressed great appreciation for an advisor who did not judge her or her 
grades.  He also engaged her in a safe conversation about how to improve.  
Graham had a similar experience with his advisor when they looked over his 
grades together.  In Graham’s case, his advisor was especially encouraging 
because she told him he was not the only person having a challenging time:   
 When you’re doing poorly, you sort of feel like everyone else is getting it 
and they’re doing great.  And so like, that can sort of put you down and 
then, like, I don’t know, you sort of lose focus.  But, I don’t know.  She just 
sort of walked me through it and was like, “It’s not a big deal, just go, like, 
make study programs and get it going.”   
Graham said this helped refocus him.  Graham, Laynie, Damien, and other 
students were appreciative to have access to an adult who listened to them, did 
not judge, encouraged improvement without being oppressive, and were 
generally supportive and encouraging of students’ academic and intellectual 
abilities and efforts.     
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Talking to parents 
 Another area on which students expressed receiving advisor support was 
how to talk to their parents about grades.  Six students recalled instances in 
which their advisors helped them speak to their parents about grades and 
schoolwork.  Ashanti was one of those students.  She said she was not doing well 
in math or science, that they were her worst subjects.  Prior to CHS she had never 
received bad grades, and neither she nor her parents were used to seeing the less 
than desirable grades she received in her first progress report.  Ashanti recalled 
that her advisor wanted her to talk about her grades with her parents “in a way 
that’s more mature than a normal like teenager would say.  Something like, ‘Oh I 
failed this class, here’s my grades.’ And just like give it to them…. It’s the end of 
the world.”  Ashanti’s advisor offered alternative language to talk about grades 
with parents.  She said, “she wants us to say like, ‘I didn’t do as well as I wanted 
to in this one class, but I think I can do better and here are some ways that I can 
do better and so I think we can look at this in a more progressive way.’”  Ashanti 
heard and utilized her advisor’s advice and it made speaking with her parents 
about her grades easier.  
 Sean also benefited emotionally from his connection with his advisor.  The 
primary area around which he experienced advisor support was his sense of self 
and self-worth, which was very linked to the grades he received.  The meetings 
about his grades gave Sean and his advisor an opportunity for him to share deep 
concerns and ask for help.  Sean described his parents as having very high 
expectations of his academic achievements and when he did not meet their 
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expectations he expressed feeling bad about himself and “not being good enough, 
I guess, in this school, which is like prestigious for having, like, elite students and 
stuff.”  When he spoke with his advisor about these feelings, he said she felt 
sympathy for him, which made him feel better.  She also recognized his parents’ 
“ridiculously high expectations” and told him that he did not have to live his life 
by them: 
What I mostly took away—just because I kind of never thought that way, 
like—my whole life I’ve had this sort of chain I guess attached to me.  Like, 
my parents have always wanted me to grow up and meet their 
expectations all the time, like, basically just getting all As all the time…. 
The big message that I got from [my advisor] was both that I don’t 
necessarily need to live my life by their rules, but also that as long as I try 
my best— I mean, what can you do if you try your best? 
Sean indicated that this “ground shaking information” she gave him made him 
feel much better about his situation. 
 Students reported that their advisors did not judge them or their grades 
and listened when students needed to express feelings about their grades.  
Ashanti showed that students felt empowered to speak confidently about their 
scholastic plans moving forward with their parents and, in Sean’s case, students 
were challenged to create their own expectations of themselves.  These students 
felt emotionally supported. 
Soft skills 
 Feeling connected to and supported by advisors allowed students to 
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receive advisors’ practical suggestions and applicable advice, which supported 
their “soft skill” development.  Students indicated hearing advice from their 
advisors on a number of school-related areas.  They recalled their advisors 
advising them about how to talk to a teacher, study skills and time management, 
and participating in class. 
How to talk to a teacher 
 Six students described situations in which their advisor suggested they 
speak to their teacher.  One student, Debbie, said her advisor told her, “You 
should probably go talk to your teacher privately and let them know that this 
is— you’re having a lot of trouble in your class.  Meet with them and have them 
help you with the work.”  Debbie and other students received advice such as this 
from their advisors.   
 In addition to suggesting that the students should speak to their teachers, 
advisors also offered students suggestions of what to say.  Vince said he and his 
advisor “have talked about, obviously, how I can improve in certain classes and 
she’ll tell me, ‘Okay, set up a meeting with this teacher and I think you should 
talk about this.’ It’s very concise.”  When asked whether he had done that, he 
replied, “Yes, yes.  I’ve learned that it really helps.”  More specifically, Nate 
offered an example of his advisor helping him figure out how to ask a teacher 
difficult questions.  He said, “She can give you ideas on how to ask that question 
because she’s a teacher and she knows herself, how she would want to be asked.”  
Similarly, Jonas had a beneficial experience talking with his advisor about how to 
approach a teacher.  He said he was not comfortable talking to teachers at all, so 
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his advisor would also help him with suggestions of what to say: 
And she’ll tell you how do I talk to this teacher?  “Don’t say this— Don’t 
say, ‘Oh, I want to get an A.’  Just say, ‘Oh, how can I improve?’” and stuff 
like that.  It’s just like stuff you probably already know in the back of your 
mind but its good to have a reminder and someone who’s a teacher so 
they know what they’re saying.   
Jonas also indicated that he became more confident around talking to teachers.  
At the time of the interview during third quarter, he believed he would have 
talked to his teacher anyway: 
I mean, I probably wouldn’t have talked to the teachers.  No, well, I would 
have, but— It’s hard to, like, gauge the direct impact on the situation, but I 
know she did have an impact on it.  I can’t really gauge how much of it.  
Would I have had the same conversation with the teacher if she had not 
been there?  Or did she just make me do it faster, like, make me just go do 
it today?  But she definitely impacted it positively. 
Jonas benefited from his advisor’s suggestions to speak to his teacher. 
 Graham, a student in another advisory group, confirmed that his advisor 
suggesting he speak to his teacher was not only beneficial for that specific class, 
but for succeeding classes as well.  Graham recalled how nice his advisor was 
when he would complain about biology during Fall Semester.  She “basically 
told me to, like, go and meet with my teacher and everything, which kind of 
helped with bio but definitely with chemistry this semester and I think I’ve been 
doing much better.”  He said the significant factor was that he started meeting 
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with his chemistry teacher a lot earlier in the semester, an action he attributed to 
his advisor’s advice.  Debbie, Vince, Nate, Jonas, and Graham, as well as other 
students, experienced positive benefits from their advisor’s advice about going to 
speak with their teachers and how to do so. 
Organization, study skills, and time management 
 In addition to advice on how to speak with a teacher, over one quarter of 
the students interviewed described suggestions from their advisors about 
organization, studying, and time management.  For example, Peyton recalled the 
beginning of the year when students received their school planners.  With the 
intention of developing their organizing skills, she said her advisor asked them 
to use charts to help them plan out their homework, sports, and other extra 
curriculars for the week.  Since doing this planning diligently at the beginning of 
the year, she found that planning her week came more easily. 
 Kayla, who had a different advisor than Peyton, said her advisor also 
suggested she plan out her after school schedule: 
She would tell me to write down all the times like from 8:30 to 9:30 I would 
be doing this.  And after that period I would do this after.  And adding on 
the distractions that I had so I could eliminate those that would help me 
finish my homework faster.  That was one thing in the beginning of the 
year more, and without her I would’ve been up all night doing homework.   
Through this activity, Kayla grew more accustomed to managing her time and 
being organized.  Aiden also expressed learning a useful tip about scheduling his 
time after school.  Specifically, he learned that “it’s smart to like take a break after 
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your activity after school just so you can like clear your mind and do your 
homework more effectively and faster.”  Acting on this “really good tip” made 
him feel more relaxed when he did his homework, which increased his 
productivity.   
 Other students also received support from their advisors around 
managing their time.  Mariam spoke to her advisor about an approach she was 
using, but told him “I don’t think that’s helping me be very productive.”  In 
response, her advisor suggested she try a different method.  Additionally, 
Madison, who was also struggling with completing her homework, was grateful 
that her advisor “had a phone call with my parents about how they could help 
me not be as distracted and stuff” and increase her focus at home.  Jaya described 
how, at one point, her grades were not where she wanted them to be.  She said 
she would put off doing homework for days at a time: 
And the next thing you know I’m turning in like a month’s worth of 
assignments two weeks late…. [My advisor] just kinda helped me out in 
that, like, working out what homework I’m gonna do every night.  Like, 
doing it in a more like, environment that I can focus more, like planning 
things better, all that stuff. 
At the time of the interview, since speaking with her advisor, she had not 
handed in a history assignment late, adding, “I mean it’s only been like a 
couple— it’s been like a month or so, but like so far it’s working which is good.”  
Jaya’s advisor helped her plan her work and also held her accountable. 
 Kylie indicated a specific culprit—Facebook—that aided in her 
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procrastination.  When she brought this up in advisory, her peers told her, “‘Oh 
yeah, well you should just, like, stay off Facebook.’  And that’s so much easier 
said than done.”  She said the suggestion her advisor added was quite useful.  
According to Kylie, her advisor told her: 
Well, manage your time on Facebook.  So the first day you’ll do it for 
fifteen minutes and the next day ten minutes, the next day five minutes, 
and then pretty soon you’ll get used to not being on Facebook as long and 
then you can do your homework.   
Kylie thought this was exceptional advice, because her advisor understood the 
challenge of quitting her Facebook habit.  Through this advice “she showed that 
she actually you know, thought it through and stuff.”  This support and other 
suggestions offered by advisors on organization and time management were 
graciously received by many students. 
 Advisors also reported supporting students with their organization and 
study skills.  At the beginning of the school year, Nellie identified “helping the 
students stay organized, helping them stay on top of their homework” as one of 
her responsibilities.  Benjamin spoke about how he reinforced study skills with 
his advisory group, mainly by directly teaching them.  Two additional advisors 
discussed the process of students learning organization and study skills, and 
their role in supporting that process. 
 The first advisor, Johanna, was working with a student on writing down 
his homework in his planner for the better part of the school year.  She recounted 
the situation with him: 
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Well, so now, he, instead of just writing his homework down in his 
planner, which he has started doing finally, he is trying to write down in 
his planner—and he came up with this idea himself—what he needs for 
school the next day.  So, “I need to bring my glasses,” “I need to bring a 
pencil.”  So he tries to keep a list of that along with a list of his homework.  
Or, we’ve talked about trying to pack his backpack the night before, so 
that he’s not scrambling around in the morning.   
She noted she recently had a scheduled meeting with this student where, for the 
first time all year, he not only attended the meeting, he also brought the papers 
with him that he needed to.  She said that milestone “was quite an 
accomplishment.”  After that meeting, however, she said one of his teachers told 
her he came to a meeting without the papers he needed, “So, you know, the war 
is not won.  But he’s making baby steps.”  Johanna recognized this 
organizational and executive functioning development as a process. 
 Similarly, Alicia spoke of one student who struggled at the beginning of 
the year with time management and being distracted while she was at home 
doing homework.  She said they had many conversations about it over the course 
of the school year, during which she suggested a number of different techniques 
her advisee could try.  Alicia also said the student met with the learning 
specialist for additional support and, ultimately, her time management had 
improved.  However, Alicia questioned her role in her advisee’s growth process: 
I think that was just, like, she needed time to improve, you know?  And so 
it’s really, like, it’s so hard to know.  It’s like a chicken or and egg kind of 
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thing.  Was it because I tackled it with her?  Or is it just that she was, you 
know, a new ninth grader and had to adjust to her homework load?  So I 
think it’s very hard for me to evaluate if what I’ve done specifically has 
helped them to reach goals.   
Here, Alicia acknowledged her effort to support the improvement of her 
advisee’s time management.  Because the student was growing on her own, she 
simultaneously wondered to what extent her involvement made a difference.  
Alicia and advisors Nellie, Benjamin, and Johanna all considered supporting 
students with organization and time management as an important part of their 
role. 
Participation 
Based on student reports, class participation was a vital component to 
success in academic classes.  When students discussed in-class academic 
challenges during their interviews, a few indicated difficulty participating in 
class.  Three students with three different advisors described different, but 
successful, approaches advisors took to support their students with class 
participation challenges. 
 Kayla, a student struggling with participation in a few of her classes, said 
her advisor encouraged her “to participate a little more, like, each day.”  She 
stated:    
[My advisor] would help me, like, gather my strength or see the benefits 
of it, like— Give me courage to talk to other teachers about why or why 
I’m not participating.  And, well, the teachers in general they would help 
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find ways to like give me a little push.   
For instance, she and her English teacher devised a plan to help her speak up in 
class.  Rather than Kayla raising her hand and being called on—which she was 
resisting doing—Kayla and her teacher would make eye contact in class, serving 
as an indicator to her teacher that the teacher should “like, call on me so that I 
would have to say something.”  Kayla said her teachers told her she was 
improving, which is important to her so she knows she is not holding herself 
back. 
 Whereas Kayla’s advisor encouraged her and suggested she speak to her 
teacher for support, Toby’s advisor offered him specific tips.  Toby asked his 
advisor for help when he got feedback from his teachers that he needed to speak 
more in class.  The advisor told Toby to “‘set a goal for yourself every class’ and 
‘be prepared.’”  Toby said these tips helped him feel more in control. 
 Finally, Eve recalled her advisor offering strategies such as “make a plan 
with your teacher” and “think of something to say prior to being called on,” 
which were similar to the tips Toby and Kayla’s advisors offered them.  In 
addition, Eve’s advisor supported her by empathizing with her.  Eve said her 
advisor told her he also did not speak much in class when he was her age and 
that he understood her situation.  Eve said he told her: 
I don’t think, like, that’s necessarily something that’s going to change, so 
you have to accept that you don’t participate that much…. You should try 
it out and participate, but just know that.  Like, don’t force yourself and, 
like, make it more natural. And the reason they want you to participate is 
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so, like, they think that you’ll understand it better if you’re, like, engaged.  
And, like, the only way they feel you’re going to engage is by 
participating even though sometimes it’s just by listening I can get it. 
Eve appreciated this advice.  She felt heard and understood.  Her advisor took 
some of the pressure off her as well, which decreased the anxiety she 
experienced when thinking about increasing her participation.  
Social support 
 Most students indicated not needing help from their advisors on social 
issues.  However, two students, Jarron and Peyton, spoke about needing help 
regarding the social aspect of school and going to their advisors for help.  
Through conversations with his advisor, Jarrod gained perspective on the many 
purposes of high school that extended beyond academic pursuits.  He recalled 
that his advisor explained that he should not only focus on schoolwork.  He said 
she told him: 
One of the most important parts is like making, like, the friends, because 
they could be friends that you have for the rest of your life and they’re 
gonna be like really important to you throughout these next four years.  
So make sure you don’t like think like, “Oh, I’m just gonna ignore the 
social life because I need to do schoolwork,” because like that is a big part 
of like your high school experience.  
This helped Jarrod to see CHS’s non-academic offerings and indicated to him 
that his advisor “cares about us, like, as people.” 
 Peyton indicated speaking with her advisor when a friend problem arose.  
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She said she told her advisor about somebody in her advisory group who 
seemed to want not to be friends with her.  She recounted that her advisor 
offered two pieces of advice.  First, she “suggested that I, instead of like trying to 
spend, like spend so much time trying to be friends with this person who seemed 
to not be interested in being friends, she said just find better friends.”  Her 
advisor also said that if Peyton was “a really good friend, this person will realize 
like how much of a good friend you are and that person will go back to you.”  
Peyton took this advice and, while she said it did not make the other student her 
friend again, it helped Peyton deal with the situation and ultimately move on. 
 During interviews with advisors, three of them described interactions with 
students when students asked for social support.  All three, however, indicated 
students not needing much social support from them.  Specifically, students 
seemed least interested in requesting this kind of help.   
  Johanna and Alicia were two of the advisors who described situations with 
students needing social support.  Johanna spoke about a student who was 
experiencing anxiety about feeling disconnected from the school and not feeling 
like she had a social group.  To support her, Johanna said she and the student 
met privately about once per week “just really to check in.  I mean, it really was 
nothing other than, ‘How’s your week going?’  [The student would respond,] 
‘Fine’ or ‘bad’ or whatever.”  Johanna made the opportunity to talk about social 
concerns available to her advisee and her advisee did not expound much on her 
situation.  Alicia had a similar experience with her advisees, and one in 
particular.  She said: 
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And then the subject that we talk most briefly about is usually the social 
piece….One student who has really severe medical issues that caused a lot 
of absences, and, you know, when she’s well, like, she’s thriving and she’s 
happy, and she wants to chat about, you know, TV shows and anything 
that’s sort of going on in my life or in her life.  But it’s hard to really talk to 
her in a deep way about how these medical issues are affecting her, like, 
socially and emotionally. So there’s like a little bit of a wall there. 
With this specific student, it was a challenge for Alicia to know how to socially 
and emotional support her. 
 Finally, Benjamin did not have an incident with a particular student to 
explain, but rather an overall experience of his advisees not accessing this type of 
support.  He said he did not get very involved in his advisees’ social 
development: 
I wonder as time goes on if that will happen more.  I get a sense as more 
comes up they might be a little more forthcoming about that.  I do ask them, 
just, you know, how they’re feeling socially here, you know, in our 
meetings.  And generally they don’t want to talk a lot about that.  I get a 
kind of general wash, but they don’t really go into that much, you know?  
I’m just looking for any big buzzes, you know, just in case.  So that’s funny 
to me that they don’t really want to talk about that, so I don’t push that. 
It seems from these three advisors, Johanna, Alicia, and Benjamin, students were 
less interested in speaking with them about the social aspects of school.  
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Under-supported students 
 Evidenced by student recollections in this chapter to this point, most 
students felt connected to their advisors and benefited from their support and 
guidance.  Three students, however, felt disconnected from their advisors and, 
therefore, did not receive support comparable to their peers.  These three 
students were Alex, Leanne, and Rhea. 
 While the first student, Alex, described her advisor as “nice,” she also said 
she did not know her very well and did not confide in her.  She said it was “not 
because I think she’s a bad advisor or because I don’t connect with her, it just— I 
don’t feel like with anybody at school I would really feel the level of comfort I 
would with talking about something with my family.”  In this statement, Alex 
communicated her level of comfort with anyone at school would need to increase 
in order for her to speak with them in confidence.   
 In order to become more comfortable, Alex indicated wanting two things 
from her advisor.  First, she wished she met with her advisor more frequently: 
I guess maybe having a little, a little more kind of like of the check-ins 
with your advisor because I feel like that’s the only time that I would ever 
really say something personal….I’ve really only actually like met with her 
four times, I think.   
Second, she wanted her advisor to take more time to ask her questions unrelated 
to academics.  She said, “the only check-ins we’ve had so far have been pretty 
much really academic.  Like, ‘How do you feel about your grades?’  Or this or 
that.  And just having a short conversation about how you’re doing socially 
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might be beneficial.”  While her advisor had asked her about her social life, it 
was “really only one or two questions,” according to Alex.  She wanted more 
from her advisor: increased time and greater interest in her as a person.   
 Leanne, like Alex, did not feel very comfortable with her advisor.  From 
her perspective, her advisor was not relatable, saying she “kind of makes 
everyone uncomfortable.”  She explained: 
I don’t know. I mean, your advisor should be someone you can, like, open 
up to and, like, feel comfortable talking to about things, but, like, some of 
my teachers I definitely feel more comfortable with than my advisor.  Like, 
I don’t really know her and she, I don’t know, she’s just a different kind of 
person than me. 
Leanne said her advisor talked about her life at times, but not much beyond what 
she did that weekend.  For example, at one point during the semester Leanne’s 
advisor was absent from school for a week on a family emergency “and she, like, 
wouldn’t tell us what it was.  Like we didn’t ask but, like, she didn’t— she 
wasn’t— I don’t know, I don’t know.  It was just very vague.”  It seemed Leanne 
would have felt more comfortable with her advisor if she was more direct and 
open about herself. 
 In addition to not feeling comfortable because she did not know her 
advisor, Leanne was additionally uncomfortable because her advisor did not 
know her.  When asked what she wished happened in advisory, she said: 
Maybe if she spent more time, like, getting to know us in cluster and 
talking to us about, like, what we’re doing, instead of making us, I don’t 
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know, like organizing these games that are, like, kind of just— kids don’t 
really find them fun and we just end up sitting there. 
Leanne said her advisor was more interested in “making sure everyone is like 
exactly doing exactly what they’re supposed to do” than getting to know her and 
others in her cluster.   From Leanne’s perspective her advisor was rigid and high 
strung.  “I feel like she would be a really good advisor if she was more relaxed 
with the kids.” 
 Finally, Leanne perceived her advisor to be judgmental of her as well as 
other students in her advisory.  For example, she shared that a couple of the 
students in their advisory liked to make jokes and, as Leanne recounted, 
“everyone finds them funny.”  However, her advisor did not share that 
sentiment.  Leanne recalled her advisor saying, “No.  Like, that’s not funny.  Like, 
everyone quiet now,” indicating to Leanne that her advisor did not like to have 
fun.  In addition to this impression of her advisor in advisory, Leanne also 
perceived her advisor to be potentially judgmental during individual interactions.  
For instance, Leanne said she had never asked her advisor for a meeting, 
seemingly because she was fearful of her advisor’s judgment:  
I feel like if I went to her with like something about school or if I wasn’t 
able to do work or if I turned in something, like, late or partially 
completed or something or I don’t know, I feel like I would ask her for 
help and she would just not really, I don’t— I feel like she would ask, 
‘Well why didn’t you do this?’ instead of figuring out ‘this is what we can 
do.’ 
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From this statement, it seems that Leanne was interested in speaking to an 
advisor who wanted to work with her, rather than making her feel as though she 
did something wrong.  While there is no evidence that was what her advisor 
would have done, there are many factors that led Leanne to develop this 
impression of her advisor and potential scenario. 
  Rhea’s experience with her advisor was unlike Alex or Leanne’s, because 
her advisor was also her Civics teacher.  As five of the seven ninth grade 
advisors taught ninth grade students, it was not uncommon for students to have 
advisors who were also one of their content teachers.  Most of the students 
interviewed had no qualms with having an advisor who was also their teacher 
and some even thought interacting with their advisor/teacher in both advisory 
and classroom settings enhanced their relationship.  This was not the case for 
Rhea.  She had a challenging time in her advisor’s content class, because she was 
one of the students who did not often participate in class.  Rhea explained that 
she was “not the most talkative person” and that she did not participate much in 
class:     
So [my teacher/advisor] has always been bugging me about it, to like 
participate more in Civics class and I, like, I can’t.  It’s part of who I am.  I 
don’t really like to.  So I feel like that kind of makes our relationship not as 
strong as it could be.  So I feel like that’s one point she doesn’t really like 
about me. 
Rhea’s perception that her teacher did not like her because of her lack of class 
participation inadvertently impacted her experience with this person as her 
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advisor.  She explained: 
Her being my teacher kind of overlaps with her being my advisor…. So as 
an advisor for me, I feel like she’s not as helpful as I think she could be.  
So, cause I feel like if I talk to her, in the back of my mind I feel like she’s 
constantly judging me kind of based on, like, [Civics] class. 
Rhea did not feel comfortable with her advisor, confide in her, or go to her for 
support.  She did not fully benefit from having an advisor. 
Conclusion 
 It is apparent from the student interview data that most students felt 
positively about and connected to their advisors.  Students who felt connected to 
their advisors perceived their advisors to be “comfortable” and approachable, 
“understanding” and nonjudgmental, and “positive” and encouraging.  Students’ 
positive perceptions of their advisors served as the foundation of their mutually 
influential student<—>advisor relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008).  Over time 
and through repeated interactions in which advisors and students got to know 
each other, students started to feel safe with their advisors.  Additionally, most of 
the advisees accessed advisor support.  Some of those students benefited 
emotionally by talking through their grades with their advisors, getting the help 
they needed to improve their grades, and making plans for how to speak to their 
parents about their grades.  Other students received help on how to talk to a 
teacher, organization and study skills, and how to participate more in class.  It 
appears from these student narratives that, for the majority of students, their 
strengths were aligned with the strengths of their advisors over a period of time, 
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which may have resulted in positive youth development (Lerner, 2005).  
 However, there were three students who illustrated disconnected advisor-
advisee relationships.  Whereas connected students experienced their advisors to 
be comfortable and nonjudgmental, the disconnected students felt uncomfortable 
around their advisors and one perceived her advisor to be judgmental.  Students’ 
negative perceptions of and experiences with their advisors decreased the 
opportunity for students and their advisor to engage in mutually impactful 
student<—>advisor relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008), indicating a 
misalignment in students’ and advisors strengths.  It seems that this 
misalignment limited the students’ opportunities to access support from their 
advisors and, therefore, also limited their potential for positive development.     
 Interestingly, the qualities that the disconnected students explained were 
lacking in their advisors were the same qualities their more connected peers cited 
as present and impactful.  This suggests that all students were looking for the 
same qualities in their advisors and while some students found them others did 
not.  More about this finding and the finding that many students were interested 
in knowing and being known by their advisors will be explored in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 6 
Qualitative Findings: Enhanced Advisory and Peer Relationships 
Introduction 
 The previous chapter reported on themes pertaining to the relationships 
between enhanced advisory (EA) advisors and ninth grade students.  Specifically, 
interviews revealed students’ positive perceptions of their advisors, that most 
students benefitted from advisor support, and that those who did not lacked a 
strong foundational relationship with their advisors.  This chapter explores 
advisory itself, specifically interview data which address the second set of 
qualitative research questions: “What is the nature of the group component of 
the enhanced advisory (EA) program at Collegiate High School (CHS)?  How 
does it foster relationships between the students?  What role does the group 
component play in the ways students receive support?”   
 To investigate and understand the nature of EA and how it fostered peer 
relationships, this chapter is divided into three parts: advisory components and 
qualities, authentic peer relationships, and perceived role of enhanced advisory 
on participating students.  In the first section, advisory components and qualities, 
interviews with students and advisors reveal salient components of EA and 
qualities of the EA environment.  The second section, authentic peer 
relationships, explores students’ impressions and experiences of developing peer 
relationships and connections.  Finally, the last section looks at the perceived role 
of EA’s components, environment, and peer relationships on CHS’s ninth grade 
students’ sense of connectedness to each other. 
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Enhanced Advisory Components and Qualities 
 Given the nature of the advisor position and group dynamics, the 
structure, components, and environment of each enhanced advisory (EA) varied 
from group to group.  However, many students expressed similar comments 
about their experiences of advisory content and environment.  Namely, salient 
components of advisory included snack, games, and the Highs and Lows activity.  
In describing their advisory environments, students used words such as 
“relaxed,” “stress-reliever,” “fun,” “comfortable,” “nonjudgmental,” and 
“supportive.”  
Components 
 Three components of enhanced advisory were emphasized by students: 
snack, games, and Highs and Lows.  The emphasis on snack was pervasive 
across all advisories, as half the students interviewed commented on the food 
they ate during advisory on Fridays.  Nate mentioned that “food’s the best part 
about it” and Peyton said, “The food is always good.”  Michael exclaimed, “The 
food!  You get some good food on Friday.”  Vince enjoyed cluster because “it’s 
just nice to go to cluster after [math and English] and eat some food, relax.”  
Finally, Haley noted that her cluster is “really good at bringing snack 
consistently.  We’re very proud of that.”  Mia summarized the spirit of enhanced 
advisory at CHS when she said, “Usually it’s just a really good time to bond and 
eat.”   
In addition to snack, approximately half the interviewed students 
described the games played in cluster.  The icebreakers or bonding activities, as 
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students called them, included Chinese New Year trivia, Charades, a Jeopardy-
like trivia quiz game, Pictionary, Apples to Apples, “How well do you know 
your cluster-mates?”, One-Word-at-a-Time Story, and Spirit Animals.  Sean 
relayed a memory of the Spirit Animals game from his advisory: 
So, in cluster one time we did what was called Spirit Animals, right?  I 
found it really funny.  Like, pick an animal that you thought best 
represents you.  I think I said I was like a sloth, because I don’t really feel 
like doing anything and Jack said he was a narwhal, and I was like, 
‘What?’  And he said, like, ‘You can both like be really fun with your 
fellow narwhals and like socialize and stuff and at the same time you get 
ultra serious for hunting and all of that.’ 
Sean’s description of Spirit Animals illustrates one of many experiences students 
had during advisory over the course of the year to connect with their peers 
through a game.  In summary, Rhea said: 
Friday during cluster is just a chance to unwind, talk with some friends, 
usually someone always brings a snack, we play games.  And I just think 
it’s, on Fridays, it’s a nice time.  Forty-five minutes to just unwind, just 
talk.   
Eating snacks, playing games, and hanging out seemed very important to 
students’ cluster experience. 
 As described in Chapter 3, advisory groups also engaged in Highs and 
Lows, an activity in which students and the advisor shared one positive and one 
negative about the previous week.  Most of the time the groups sat in a circle for 
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the activity.  One advisor had students sit on the floor, while in other advisories 
everybody sat in chairs.   
 Students offered numerous examples of a high or low they might offer 
during the exercise.  Aiden said one of his highs might be, “I got a lot of 
homework done this weekend” or “I don’t have a lot of homework this week.”   
Kayla commented she might say “I’m happy for the weekend” if her advisory 
was doing Highs and Lows on a Friday, while Isabelle said she might say, “I was 
able to hang out over the weekend” if she and her cluster did the activity on a 
Monday.  Other students offered highs that reflected something that happened 
during school.  For instance, Vince said a high for him might be “I had a really 
fun lunch today with a bunch of friends down at Baja Taco.”  Finally, Willem 
offered “I did well on my chemistry test and I’m really happy about that, because 
I feel confident about the work I did” as one of his possible highs. 
 In terms of lows, students largely commented on their workload.  For 
example, three students, Eve, Kayla, and Michael, mentioned a low they might 
give was that they had too much homework.  On a Friday, Aiden said he might 
say “I have three tests on Monday” or “Today I had a history test and I felt like I 
couldn’t type fast enough to get it all on the paper.  I could have done two more 
pages if I had the time.”  Willem offered as possible lows on a Friday: “being 
tired, or barely being able to function because it’s the end of the week or because 
I just had so much, like, rehearsal pretty much every day of the week.  So it’s just 
like, ugh.”  On a Monday, Michael said he might mention that he “had a really 
packed weekend,” while Toby said he might say, “I’ve been arguing with my 
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mom and dad.”   
 In sum, the three important components that emerged from interviews 
with students were snack, games, and Highs and Lows.  Highs and Lows will be 
further explored later in this chapter.  The next section investigates students’ 
perceptions of the enhanced advisory environment. 
Qualities 
 The enhanced advisory environments were widely characterized by 
participating students as “relaxed,” “stress reliever,” “fun,” “comfortable,” 
“nonjudgmental,” and “supportive.”  Students appreciated these qualities and 
some also attributed their cluster environments to their advisors. 
“Relaxed,” “stress-reliever,” and “fun” 
 More than three quarters of the interviewed students referred to their 
advisory as “relaxed,” “stress reliever,” and/or “fun.”  Peyton and Madison both 
commented on their advisories being relaxed.  Peyton described it as “just, like, 
another extra class period just to chill.  It’s a relax period.”  Madison said:  
It’s not really, like, strict scheduled and, like, ‘you have to do this at this 
time’ or whatever.  It’s kinda more, like, relaxed.  I like that because 
Monday is a really stressful day cause I have all my classes, and so is 
Friday.  But just being able to go and kind of relax or just talk to some 
friends and stuff, it’s pretty cool. It’s, like, it’s between some of my harder 
classes so it’s a stress reliever in some ways. 
Madison appreciated having a relaxing respite to alleviate some of the stress she 
experienced on Mondays and Fridays.   
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 Leanne and Mariam also described a relaxed advisory environment and 
they identified their advisories as “fun.”  Leanne said: 
It kind of gives you downtime on Fridays when you meet and Mondays 
too. You can just go in and do some work on Mondays, do some 
homework.  And Fridays you bring snack and everyone hangs out, which 
is fun because I have a couple of friends in my cluster so we just hang out 
and talk.  It’s been good, I mean the cluster itself is.  It’s been kind of fun. 
Additionally, Mariam said her advisory group was lighthearted and that her 
advisor was funny.  She asserted that her advisor’s sense of humor “just kind of 
helps the, like, vibe of all of cluster to be just kind of fun and, like, you know, 
getting along.” 
 More than liking a “fun” advisory, Jonas appreciated how his advisor 
balanced having fun with implementing a structure:   
She definitely makes sure you still have fun, but she keeps it a structured 
environment kinda, which is good.  I like that.  I like that it can be more 
structured and stable.  I mean, any teacher would have that, but [my 
advisor], she’s able to make it a fun environment but we can also do what 
we need to do.  Like you can listen to music, but if it goes out of hand, you 
know.  Some people are doing their homework, like during meetings 
period.  But if there’s something—  If there’s somebody talking but we 
need to hear something important, she’ll exert her control in a really 
friendly way. 
Jonas described an advisory environment in which students felt simultaneously 
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comfortable hanging out and respectful of the advisor’s authority. 
“Comfortable” and “nonjudgmental” 
 Almost three quarters of the students interviewed used the words 
“comfortable” and/or “nonjudgmental” to describe their advisory.  Students 
primarily characterized their comfort as a lack of self-consciousness or being able 
to say whatever they wanted.  For instance, Peter said, “It’s definitely not like a 
judging environment.  So it’s kinda relaxed and within reason you feel like you 
could talk about whatever you want.”  Brydon and Sean, who were in the same 
advisory, went into more depth on the comfortable nature of their advisory.  
Brydon described himself as “a little bit different [in cluster] than I usually am, 
‘cause I just feel, like a more— like a larger book that’s, like, opened, compared 
to [when I’m with] other people in other situations.”  Sean considered others in 
his advisory and said, “I think that everyone, like, who they are in cluster is like 
their— that’s who they really are.”  This sense of comfort in advisory was 
pervasive among interviewed students.   
 Some students, such as Aiden and Meryl, who both had the same advisor, 
described how their advisor created a comfortable environment.  Aiden’s focus 
on comfort stemmed from his advisor not demanding student participation: 
I think he’s really good at, like, making it comfortable for our whole group 
to, like, talk to each other.  He’s not demanding of you.  Like, he— For 
example, for the Highs and Lows thing, like, if you like really don’t want 
to do it, he’s okay with it.  He’s just, like, ‘Okay, you don’t have to do it, 
but if you have a problem, you can talk to me whenever.’  And so he’s, 
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like, really comfortable to be around, it’s not like— He would never make 
you uncomfortable, like demanding you to say something.  
Similarly, Meryl appreciated her advisor’s easy-going nature.  She said: 
[My advisor] is good just because he makes it, like, not like a super 
stressful time.  Like, it’s not supposed to be like a class, it’s just supposed 
to be like— You’re supposed to go and hang out and like sometimes do 
stuff and I think he, like, makes that comfortable.   
Aiden and Meryl acknowledged the impact their advisor had on the 
development of the advisory environment and perspectives were similar to 
many other students’ perceptions of their advisors.   
“Supportive” 
 In addition to the advisory environment being described as “relaxed” and 
“comfortable,” about half the students interviewed reported their advisory was 
“supportive.”  In describing this supportive space, half of these students used 
words such as “homeroom,” “fallback,” and “base.”  For example, Tisha 
described: 
For want of a better word, it’s like a home. Not like a home, but like a 
place to go because you’re at, like, all these different classes and then 
like— You know how, like, in middle school and elementary school you 
had a homeroom, but in sixth grade you start not having a homeroom.  
But your advisory is kind of like your go-to place.  It’s kind of like having 
that go-to place, because when you lose your homeroom you don’t have 
like a base.  But, like, maintaining the advisory/advisor thing helps you 
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like have a place to go when you need advice or support. 
Tisha connected her middle school experience of a supportive homeroom to her 
experience having a supportive advisory in high school.  Similarly, Sean 
experienced his advisory as a group of people he could “fall back on” in 
moments of stress. He said: 
Well I mean, like, with all the stress at CHS for, like, academics and things 
they need some— Like, students kind of have to— I personally think that 
students need something to fall back on.  So I think that if they all— If all 
they did was assign us, like, an advisor, like, each individually an advisor 
then that’d be fine.  But I think that they kind of gone above and beyond 
with this whole advisory idea ‘cause, like, then you have, like, students 
who can really empathize with you because they literally done the exact 
same thing you have. 
The supportive nature of cluster provided an opportunity for Sean and his peers 
to empathize with each other.  Laynie provided additional context for why it was 
helpful for her to have a support group:   
I came from a school where I didn’t really have to try that hard to succeed, 
and here I have to try a lot harder.  And at first it was really hard, but you 
know, when you have that support behind you it becomes a lot easier.  So, 
so its kind of like a fallback, a support group, you know?  It’s just 
knowing you have all those people there for you and they’d, like, help 
you if you fall down; pick you back up.  So I think it’s definitely for 
support, academic, social; getting people comfortable with the system 
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CHS operates in. 
Laynie, Sean, Tisha, and other students described advisory as a supportive 
environment.  They benefitted by having a supportive group to “fall back on.”    
Advisor perspectives on the advisory environment 
 Four EA advisors interviewed commented on their advisory’s 
environment.  Just as some students recognized their advisor’s impact on their 
advisory’s environment, specifically in creating a comfortable space for students, 
advisors themselves also described their intentions for making their advisory 
comfortable.  Isaac, for instance, reflected at the beginning of the school year on 
the strategies he was using to help develop his advisory as a comfortable space 
where students could feel supported.  He said: 
I like working on the cluster—building kind of a group, family, you know, 
like, through some of the organized things, like the check-ins.  And we 
talk about how we can support each other.  And, like, I have them 
announce when they have a game, a big game.  Or you know, we’ve had 
two— We had a birthday and, like, kind of really acknowledging that 
kid’s birthday and hoping that that will— All of those small things can 
help.  But I talk a lot about the group as a support system.  And you see all 
of them feeling comfortable with each other. 
Isaac indicated a conscientious approach to creating a comfortable advisory 
environment.  He identified strategies he used to develop the comfortable space 
such as group check-ins, making announcements about activities students were 
involved in, celebrating birthdays, and referring to the group as a support 
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system.  At the end of the school year, Isaac indicated more strategies he used: 
Not allowing them to have their iPad out, or things that were distracting; 
that they were really listening to each other.  And we did a lot of Highs 
and Lows check-in, and the activities we did early on getting to know 
each other. 
Isaac made an effort to facilitate the development of an environment in which 
sharing and learning about each other as well as paying attention and listening to 
each other were priorities. 
 Similarly, at the beginning of the school year, Benjamin identified his 
priority for students was “making them feel that they have a group that they feel 
comfortable with; generally, that’s kind of a little family.”  At the end of the 
academic year he spoke more specifically about his advisory group.  He said his 
intention for advisory was to have a “healthy unit:” 
That it is kind of a home that they all feel equally a part of, that nobody 
owns it, that there’s not a clique.  That there’s not favorites—either they 
don’t interpret that I have favorites, and they also don’t interpret that 
certain people dominate the group.  That their peers all look to them as 
the heads of the group….And I think generally it’s being achieved.  It’s 
not achieved, but it’s, like, moving in that direction.  
Benjamin’s objective was to create an environment in which all students felt a 
sense of equality and belonging.  He also recognized the development of his 
ideal, comfortable advisory as a process.  Specifically, he was still working 
toward his advisees feeling they had equal status. 
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 Nellie reflected on a process she went through within herself during the 
year as an advisor.  Speaking about the dynamic between her advisees, she 
identified her group as being very sarcastic.  She said: 
I feel like when we play a game, there’s like— Really the fun is, like, on a 
meta level, right?  So, it’s, often times, they’re having fun making fun of 
the game.  And at first I was really, like, ‘We gotta get focused!  Come on!’  
And then I kind of realized, what am I, like, the fun Nazi?  Like, if they’re 
still having fun and they’re still connecting even if they’re making fun of 
the game, like, it’s okay that they’re not taking the game seriously, as long 
as there’s a connection.  And so I guess I’ve kind of embraced this kind of 
sarcastic edge to my cluster. 
Nellie had a realization about the utility of game playing.  This shift within her 
helped her see that her group was connecting and growing more comfortable 
with each other.  Moreover, it illustrates the dynamic process of how the 
advisory environment develops.  Previous examples from students and advisors 
illustrated advisors creating the environment and this example shows that 
students also played a role. 
 Finally, Johanna reflected on students’ behavior during a game they all 
played together, which exhibited their level of comfort with one another: 
Today we played this ridiculous game and they were so riled up and so 
into it.  And they’re still so young.  And so I think it’s fun to watch them 
and to watch the way they are with each other and the way they are just 
comfortable in that group.  And I think that’s a really unique experience in 
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high school—to have a group that you can be comfortable with for no 
reason except that you go there all the time….It’s created this really 
comfortable, warm vibe for those kids I think.  
Johanna, Isaac and Benjamin prioritized supporting students to create a 
comfortable space.   
Summary 
 Many students named snack and games as well as the Highs and Lows 
activity as noteworthy components of enhanced advisory.  The majority of 
students’ descriptions and interpretations of the enhanced advisory environment 
included “relaxed,” “stress reliever,” “fun,” “comfortable,” “nonjudgmental,” 
and “supportive.”  Advisors offered further commentary on the comfortable 
nature of the advisory environment, suggesting that one of the purposes for 
advisory was to be a comfortable and safe space for ninth grade students.  
If students perceive the environment to be comfortable, then it is possible 
students will increase the quantity and quality of their student<—>peer relations 
(Lerner & Overton, 2008).  An increase in these dynamic relations over time 
supports the students’ development.  The next section on authentic peer 
relationships explores how students’ relationships and connections with each 
other formed through the year.     
Authentic Peer Relationships 
Evident from the previous section, students experienced their advisory 
environments as relaxed, comfortable, and supportive.  As students and the 
advisors developed these advisory spaces, they also developed relationships 
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with each other.  This section on authentic peer relationships is divided into two 
parts.  The first part on exploring peer relationships investigates students’ 
understanding of the usefulness of advisory in meeting peers and connecting 
with them at the beginning of the school year.  The second part looks at how 
Highs and Lows played a role in deepening those peer relationships. 
Developing peer relationships 
 In the previous section, students described advisory as a safe space for 
them in a new school environment.  Interviews also revealed that advisory 
provided opportunities at the beginning of the school year for students to meet 
classmates right away and make friends, talk to peers they might not have 
spoken to otherwise, and feel integrated into the CHS culture and community.    
Meeting new people 
 Half the students interviewed reported the usefulness of advisory at the 
beginning of the school year as a means for meeting new people and making 
friends in a safe space.  Palmer recalled orientation day, the ninth grade students’ 
first day of school, when students met in their advisory groups.  He said meeting 
in clusters “helped you like jump right into meeting new people and getting to 
know the school, which I thought was good like, because the first thing we did 
really when got here was, like, play games in our cluster.”  Other students also 
found advisory helpful for meeting new people, because students were obligated 
to meet in these groups somewhat frequently (two to three times per week).  
Peyton said: 
I think it was really good in the beginning of the year ‘cause it was, like, 
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forcing people to get to know each other, and that was really what like got 
us all to like, okay we’re actually in high school; we all have to meet these 
new people.   
Similarly, Isabelle said, “I think it’s pretty helpful at the beginning of the year, 
because it’s kind of, like, hard to meet people, I guess.  And they kind of, like, 
force you to meet them, because you come in at meetings [period].”  Additionally, 
Alex described one way in which making friends in advisory was useful for time 
spent outside of advisory.  She commented, “I mean if nothing else, it does give 
you people that you do know to some, like, at some level.  And then you can 
kind of, I guess, have somebody to sit with at the beginning of the year.”  For 
Alex, advisory seemed useful for more unstructured times during the school day, 
such as lunch, when students had to decide on their own where to sit and with 
whom.   
 In addition to meeting people in one’s own advisory group, it was 
apparent that advisory was also utilized as a way to meet people outside of one’s 
group.  For instance, Jarrod explained the importance of advisory at the 
beginning of the school year when students were trying to meet each other, 
“except, like, you don’t really know how to approach people, almost.  It’s 
definitely a good way to help you meet people and make new friends.  And then 
it really helps you branch out into the CHS community at the beginning.”  
Another student, Graham, expounded on this idea of branching out into the 
greater CHS community.  He said he liked advisory at the beginning of the year 
because it allowed him to get to know other students better and “even if they’re 
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not going to be, like, your best friends you can meet their friends from their 
[middle] schools.”  Because at the beginning of the year ninth grade students 
only knew other students with whom they went to middle school, or people with 
whom they were in extra curricular activities outside of school, it seemed that 
knowing people from one’s advisory created opportunities to meet the people 
their advisory peers knew prior to CHS.  Graham also explained having advisory 
as a commonality helped students feel more integrated into the school.  He said: 
Having something that you’re a part of to sort of get you integrated, just 
sort of getting that.  Because right away, you sort of know you’re going to 
be in this situation for, like, four years so you can already have that in 
common.   
For Graham, having this common experience and knowing they will be together 
through their time in high school encouraged him to bond with students in his 
advisory group.  Somewhat similarly, Peter expressed appreciating being able to 
integrate into CHS with other people.  He said, “It’s kind of about, like, adjusting 
to life at CHS more quickly than you would if you were just kinda trying to 
figure things out by yourself.”   
 Finally, Aiden said he had been at the same school with the same students 
since kindergarten and had never gone to school thinking, “‘Who am I going to 
hang out with?’  It was all set up already.”  It frightened him to think about 
making new friends and interacting in a new social structure.  “Like, popularity 
and stuff was really scary.  Like, wow, what if I’m the kid that nobody likes?  
Like, on the very bottom of the totem pole?”  However, he said cluster made him 
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feel more comfortable:   
Even if you just make one friend that you’re talking to, it makes you more 
comfortable to go out and talk to other people.  Like it’s kind of like you 
have less to lose because you already have one friend.  Like if I didn’t 
have a friend, then I wouldn’t really be going out talking to people, like, 
being really forward. 
He said making friends in advisory gave him confidence.  “Like alright, I know 
some people. Go out and see who else is out there.” 
Meeting different people 
 About half of the students interviewed reflected on the range of kinds of 
people within their advisory groups.  More specifically, students expressed that a 
lot of their advisory peers were different from each other or did not share similar 
interests or friend groups.  Three-quarters of these students experienced these 
differences as an opportunity to interact with people they might not have 
otherwise, while some found the lack of similar interests as a hindrance to their 
potential for connection.   
 Of the students who perceived the variety of students in their advisory 
group positively, a few explicitly stated that advisory provided them the 
opportunity to speak to people they might not have without advisory.  For 
instance, Kayla said, “Through my cluster I met a lot of different people that I 
wouldn’t have normally talked to just going around school.”  Haley mentioned 
she thought there were people with whom she was a friend only because they 
were in advisory together.  “Like, not that— I don’t know, like, we just have 
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really different [friend] groups that we spend time with.”  She explained that the 
friend groups did not mix much at school.   
 For Rhea, having people in her cluster she would not typically speak to 
opened her up to new types of people with whom not only to talk, but to 
befriend.  She said: 
I’d say I discovered sides of people I don’t think I would have discovered, 
or I talked to people I don’t think I would have talked to.  And that helped 
me, not really judge people but like gauge—  It helped me become friends 
with people I don’t think I would have become friends with if it wasn’t for 
cluster.  So I think it’s been great.  
Jarrod had a similar experience as Rhea in that he also found that cluster helped 
him have friends in different social groups.  He offered the following scenario:  
Let’s just say there was, like, the actors and, like, the sports people.  Like, 
if a person’s in the sport people and then they get, go back into cluster, 
then they’ll meet, like, the actors and find out, like, how fun it is to hang 
out with them. 
Selah took this concept one step further when she commented that it was 
worthwhile to spend time with people not in her friend group, because she 
thought it was important to “build, like, a wider bond throughout your class.”  
Selah, Jarrod, and Rhea, appreciated the variety of students within their 
advisories because it allowed them to become friends with different kinds of 
people. 
 Alternatively, three students experienced these differences more 
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negatively, perceiving them as barriers to feeling comfortable with each other.  
While Leanne, for example, appreciated the diversity in her cluster because it 
“keeps you with an open mind, like, thinking about a different perspective 
people in your cluster have on different topics,” she also said being in her cluster 
felt awkward at times.  She described her cluster as “kind of a funny group of 
kids” with one person from each friend group.  She continued: 
There’s some people that I, like, have had conversations with and talked 
to but I just don’t know them very well and we’re, like, in this cluster for 
the next four years.  And I just don’t know them.  And I want to get to 
know them but I don’t have any classes with them and really get them as 
people. 
In Leanne’s case, it seems that not having more common interests or classes with 
others in her advisory group hindered her ability to get to know them.  
 For Madison, it was students’ different personalities that served as 
barriers to developing a closer connection.  She suggested “if they could put 
more people who had more similar personalities in a group, then it might have 
been easier to connect with them.”  Madison said this lack of connection to others 
in her advisory lasted through the year.   
Summary 
 While there was a small minority of students who found the lack of 
similarities among students awkward and uncomfortable at times, most students 
appreciated getting to know different kinds of people through advisory.  
Generally, students experienced advisory positively at the beginning of the year 
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because it was a built-in structure that allowed them the opportunity to meet 
other students, to meet students with whom they might not have known 
otherwise, and to meet additional students through their advisory group peers.  
Belonging to an advisory group helped students feel more comfortable at CHS at 
the beginning of the year, assisting in the process of transitioning to high school.   
Deepening peer relationships 
 Students’ accounts have largely shown advisory as a helpful space for 
meeting new people at the beginning of the year.  Highs and Lows was a 
structured activity used so students could connect with each other throughout 
the year.  Advisors hoped the activity would serve as a way to help their clusters 
bond, as an opportunity for students to express themselves, and as a chance for 
the advisors to gauge how their advisees were doing personally and 
academically.  When students reflected on participating in Highs and Lows, 
many of them found it to be a useful opportunity for personal reflection, to 
express their feelings or emotions to others, and hear others express themselves.  
In addition, students indicated that they supported each other through the 
exercise, which helped them identify with each other and made them feel less 
alone. For some students this process increased their level of confidence.  
However, there were some students who did not experience Highs and Lows to 
be very serious or deep, which limited their connections to others. 
Personal reflection 
 More than one quarter of the students interviewed commented on the 
reflective nature of Highs and Lows.  The exercise provided an opportunity for 
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students to reflect on their week, which helped them become more self-aware.  
Tisha referred to it as “a good time to just zoom out and look at your week” and 
Selah said she would not necessarily reflect on her week otherwise.  Similarly, 
Jarrod explained: 
It helps because you get to think about your whole week and you never 
really do that.  And you get to think about what you enjoyed about it and 
what you didn’t enjoy.  And, like, you learn a lot more from that week 
than you would normally learn.   
In addition to appreciating being given the time to reflect, Jarrod recognized the 
metacognitive benefit of this activity. 
 Peyton made a distinction between a meaningful and a non-meaningful 
Highs and Lows in how they contributed to the significance of the activity’s 
reflective nature: 
I think it’s useful in terms of reflecting on what you did on the day, ‘cause, 
like, often what happens is that—especially because CHS is a school 
where all students are really busy—I tend to just go through the day just 
going through it, not really thinking about it, and then the next day and 
then the next day, it just keeps on going on.  But I think Highs and Lowss 
really helps you think.  Like, slow down, take a minute, and think about 
like what was— What is something you can appreciate?  And I guess, 
what is something you can do better?  And on days when highs and lows 
are really meaningful—sometimes it’s a boring week and like nothing 
really happened—but, like, meaningful highs and lows, like, things that 
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you did well or you appreciate, you try to get that into the next week, and 
the things you didn’t, like, you really try to push that away. 
Peyton said when she could share a meaningful high and/or low she tried to 
bring the good with her into the following week and leave the bad behind. 
Expressing feelings to others 
 Almost one quarter of the students interviewed commented on being able 
to express their feelings to others or being heard as a result of participating in 
Highs and Lows.  Robbie said he used it as a time to “have, like, an outlet for 
expressing your feelings” and Damien appreciated the “time just to reflect and 
have your opinions be heard.”  Willem expressed its usefulness as an 
opportunity to communicate with his peers.  He explained: 
It’s kind of just a nice way to reflect; just to be able to have some time to 
just sit down look back at your week and kinda, like, be with your peers 
and instead of just sitting in your room sharing into yourself just thinking 
about like, ‘Okay, what did I do this weekend?’….It’s just a really nice 
way to let out my feelings and communicate with other people.  It just 
feels nice to open up sometimes like instead of having things all bottled 
up….I guess it’s just kind of feels nice to share with someone just to know 
there is someone listening to you. 
Willem appreciated this opportunity to simply speak his reflections out loud to 
other people.   
 Laynie used Highs and Lows as a time to express negative emotion.  She 
said, “It’s nice, cause you get to get out kind of what made you frustrated that 
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week, so that’s always a place to get out, to express dislike or anger or frustration 
or something that happened.”  When asked what was nice about being able to do 
that, she replied: 
Well I mean, I guess a lot of times you don’t get the opportunity to get to 
say, ‘Oh, you know, this really happened and I’m super disappointed that 
it did.  And I don’t— And its really frustrating to me.’  So when you say 
that, you just, just the act of getting that out, speaking about it, just really 
lets go of that tension. 
Laynie articulated how expressing negative emotion allowed her to let it go and 
move on.   
 In addition, some students appreciated the opportunity to express 
themselves in a nonjudgmental environment.  For instance, Eve said, “It’s just, 
like, nice to like vent, let it all out what you’re really feeling and not be, like, 
judged for it.”  She and other students benefitted from Highs and Lows because 
it was conducted in a nonjudgmental space.  
Offering and receiving support 
 Approximately one quarter of students interviewed expressed offering 
support to others in their advisory during Highs and Lows.  One of these 
students was Monica, who said she tended to be a positive person.  She thought 
Highs and Lows was especially helpful for those students who tended to be more 
negative, because when they expressed their bad feelings about the week then 
she or somebody else could offer encouragement.  She said she would tell those 
students, “‘Oh, you’ll get through! This is what I’m doing with my week.’  So it’s 
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kind of nice [for them] to have someone to, like, lean on for that.”  Likewise, 
Kayla expressed a similar approach to helping other students during Highs and 
Lows.  She described the activity as an opportunity to find out whom she could 
help: 
If, like, you heard this other person had a low, like, ‘Oh, I did really bad 
on this test,” like, you know that now you can help them and it’s, like, ‘Oh, 
I also did bad.’  And then it’s just, like, ‘Oh, don’t worry about it.’  Or you 
can help them pick them back up from a low that they had. 
Kayla appreciated having this chance to provide support to her advisory peers.  
Jarrod took a similar route in supporting his peers: 
You can just say, ‘Oh, like, there’s many more tests in the semester, you’re 
going to do fine.  We all know that you’re, like, really good at this subject.’  
And so it’s a good way to, like, also help people with their feelings and, 
like, trying to make them feel, like, more confident in themselves. 
Many students seemed to take advantage of the opportunity to offer their peers 
support and encouragement. 
 Just as students extended support, about a quarter of the students 
interviewed perceived that they received support from their peers.  Sean, who 
identified himself as always having very serious lows, such as “I got a bad test 
grade and now I’m feeling bad about myself,” appreciated receiving support 
from others in his cluster.  He explained: 
Then, like, what ends up happening is that everyone in the cluster is, like, 
starts trying comfort me and stuff, so I think that’s nice.  So I look at it as 
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just a kind of feel-better-about-yourself-time because my friends help 
console me about, like, any worries I might be having. 
When asked for examples of what his peers might say to comfort him, he said 
they might say, “Oh, you’re doing fine,” or “It’s okay,” or “Everyone else got 
that score anyway.”  This verbal comfort helped Sean experience cluster as 
relaxing and a time when he could “de-stress.”  Similarly, Kayla remembered 
receiving encouragement from others in her advisory group when she expressed 
feeling stressed about a test she was going to have the following period.  She 
recalled one of her neighbors saying, “Oh, it’s okay.  Don’t stress about it; you’ll 
do fine.”  She said, “They give you encouragement and believe that you can do 
it.”   
 Some students described scenarios of Highs and Lows in which sharing a 
low resulted in students working together.  For instance, Damien’s experience of 
admitting to struggling with one subject elicited a response from a peer such as, 
“Oh yeah, I’m struggling, too, on the same thing.  Like, let’s go over it together.”  
This example shows him expressing a concern, receiving verbal encouragement, 
and also teaming up with a peer to work together toward a common goal. 
Identifying with each other 
 More than one third of the students interviewed expressed how Highs 
and Lows helped them relate to and identify with other students in their 
advisory group.  This was particularly helpful, because it made many students 
feel less alone in that experience or feeling.  For instance, Mia described Highs 
and Lows: 
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That’s a time where we can go and back up and share our stresses.  And a 
lot of times, that’s when I realize I’m in the same boat as all my [peers] 
and that’s definitely a reassuring thing—to know that I, I’m not the only 
one struggling.   
Nate, who was in a different cluster than Mia, had a similar experience.  He 
noted: 
Let’s say you have one problem.  Most people have the same exact 
problem.  Like let’s say like I procrastinated and didn’t study for a test 
that I have on Monday.  Everybody would be, like, ‘Ugh, yeah, me too!  I 
really should have studied for that.’  And it just makes you more 
comfortable and gives you some, like—even though you really shouldn’t 
feel like you’re in a better state—it just makes you feel better that you’re 
not the only one struggling with that. 
Both Nate and Mia found that expressing their lows and hearing other’s lows 
helped them feel less isolated, less alone.   
 Taking this sentiment of feeling less alone one step further, some students 
described how participating in Highs and Lows impacted their well-being.  
Robbie, for example, identified feeling less stress after Highs and Lows.  He said, 
“I guess it’s like brought down my stress level knowing that other people are in 
the same boat as me, and I think that helps with just, like, being calm and stuff.”  
Robbie articulated a complex process: by being able to express himself and hear 
others’ lows, his stress was reduced, he felt more calm, and his experience at 
school was effectually changed. 
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 According to some students, participating in the Highs and Lows exercise 
and realizing they were not alone helped them feel more confident in their 
abilities.  For instance, Eve said her low was usually about not getting enough 
sleep or having too much homework.  When she saw others struggling as well it 
was easier for her to tell herself, “Okay, I can manage this.  Everyone is going 
through the same thing.  I can do it.”  Like Eve, Nate reacted to hearing 
similarities between his own experiences and others in his advisory.  He said, 
“You get more confidence.  And it’s like, well, I know other people have the 
same problem, so I can use them as resources if I need help and if they can do it, I 
definitely can do it.”  From Eve and Nate’s accounts, it seems that Highs and 
Lows supported in increase in some students’ confidence, helping them see their 
own capacity and potential. 
 Highs and Lows provided a structure for advisors to guide students in 
expressing their thoughts and feelings to each other.  While advisors could have 
checked in with their advisees individually to gauge how they were doing, they 
opted to do this activity in this particular way so students could speak to each 
other.  As a result, lines of communication were opened and students were able 
to connect with each other, mainly around their lows.  Students appreciated 
knowing each other’s lows because they were then able to give each other 
support, it helped them realize they were not alone in their struggles, and 
sometimes increased their confidence in their own abilities.  
Highs and Lows was “not that deep”   
 Highs and Lows facilitated opportunities for students to provide and 
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receive support.  Many students were committed to the activity, shared 
important positives and negatives from their week, and reaped benefits from 
engaging in this activity.  However, one quarter of the students interviewed 
described either the activity as a whole as “not very deep” or the highs and, in 
particular, the lows themselves that students shared as “general,” “shallow,” or 
“superficial.”   
 Palmer described Highs and Lows as less of a reflection activity and more 
of an icebreaker.  He confessed he was not convinced of how effective the activity 
was because “it’s not designed really to be, like, a serious thing to make you start 
reflecting.  It’s kind of a non-issue.”  Similarly, Jaya expressed:  
It’s not something we put, like, our heart and soul into at all.  It’s just kind 
of, like, going around sharing, like, the Highs and Lows of our weeks or 
something like that.  A lot of us, like, the generic answer would be— A 
high is, ‘I got to hang out with this person this week,’ or ‘I got to do this 
fun thing this week’ and my low is ‘I have a test tomorrow.’   
That’s usually the answer that, like, more or less everyone repeats.  So it’s  
something— You just kinda like get through it and then you do some  
homework. 
Additionally, Aiden said, “Usually they’re stupid.  The people don’t take them 
seriously.”  Some students perceived the exercise as a whole as not very serious.   
 In addition, some students described individual highs and lows as 
“general,” “shallow,” or “superficial.”  Madison was one of the students who 
perceived the highs and lows students offered to be general.  She said, “I think 
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it’s a good activity but it’s just kind of general sometimes.  Like, okay, ‘I liked it’s 
Friday, but I didn’t like that I have homework’, or something.”    
 Of the students who described highs and lows as “general,” “shallow,” or 
“superficial,” many of them described a range of reasons for why this might be.  
One student, Graham, explained he thought students felt more comfortable 
opening up in one-to-one situations and that it might be due to an issue of trust: 
I think if I went to one person individually, each person, I’d feel fine.  But 
just as a group, I think it’s a lot more difficult just because there’s, like, so 
many things that could, like— One person could tell another person or 
something like that.  
Graham indicated being more comfortable having individual conversations with 
students rather than confiding in the whole group.  Similarly, Eve indicated that 
she felt comfortable speaking about more serious topics with her advisor 
individually, but that she did not feel comfortable enough to talk to everybody in 
her cluster about a serious situation.   
 Alternatively, other students suggested highs and lows might have been 
impacted by students’ commitment to the laid back nature of cluster.  For 
example, Mariam spoke about how she and others in her cluster had not 
broached “touchy subjects” and stayed lighthearted during Highs and Lows.  
She said: 
I think most of us think of cluster as a time where we can just kind of go 
and kind of, like, be relieved from, relieved from a lot of the stress that 
we’re feeling at school.  So we don’t really talk about anything too serious. 
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A few students expressed “not wanting to take activities in advisory too 
seriously.” 
 In addition to wanting to keep the advisory atmosphere light, Deirdre 
suggested that students might not want to offer more substantial highs and lows 
because doing so could make people feel awkward and uncomfortable.  For 
instance, during one session of Highs and Lows, a peer in her cluster, Brydon, 
told everybody his grandmother died.  She said it felt depressing to hear and “I 
don’t want to say it was awkward, but it kind of brought the whole mood down.  
And yeah.  And then, like, my low doesn’t seem like anything compared to his.”  
It was challenging for Deirdre to hear Brydon talk about his grandmother, 
because it was sad and made her feel as though her low was less significant in 
relation to his.   
Advisors on Highs and Lows 
 Four advisors reflected on Highs and Lows in their advisories.  Two 
themes that emerged from their comments about the activity include advisor 
perceptions of student interest and involvement and altering the activity to 
respond to advisory needs. 
 Three advisors, Alicia, Elliot, and Johanna, discussed the first theme that 
emerged, advisors’ perceptions of students’ interest and involvement in the 
Highs and Lows exercise.  They reflected on how interested their advisees 
seemed to be in the activity and how involved they were in participating.  Alicia 
was one of the advisors who spoke about her advisees’ interest in the activity.  
She spoke first about her own interest in Highs and Lows, which juxtaposed her 
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advisees’ interests: 
I think this is just a result of my personality, but I kind of didn’t buy it at 
first myself, you know?  And, like, this is so imposed, like, it’s so artificial.  
And also because my cluster— Like, they’re all drifting in at different 
points and they’re not always there.  And so I wasn’t like necessarily 
adamant that we do it. 
However she said students began asking her if they were going to do Highs and 
Lows and if she told them “‘Eh, we’ll just skip Highs and Lows today,’  they say, 
‘No, we want to do it!’  And so that’s been really fascinating.”  Though Alicia 
was not committed to doing Highs and Lows, her advisees showed her the 
activity was important to them. 
 Advisors also spoke about student involvement in Highs and Lows and, 
specifically, what their groups were like during Highs and Lows.  Alicia 
explained her group was interested and invested in the exercise: 
I would say they definitely connect more to the low piece than the high 
piece. You know, sometimes they’ll come in and say, ‘I have a high’ but 
they’re eager to share their lows.  And my cluster is also really funny.  
Like, they can go on for a while.  So one person will take sometimes five 
minutes to share their Highs and Lows.  And so one week I actually had 
to do rapid-fire Highs and Lows, or we did, like, one word Highs and 
Lows because I had to do something else.  But they’ll really, like, sit with it 
for a while and then we’ll go off in a tangent and then we’ll come back…. 
It’s also, like, really interesting to see how they react to each other when 
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they’re doing Highs and Lows and like, when somebody speaks, who 
zones out, and that kind of thing.  But they’re always very respectful of 
each other. 
Alicia described her advisory group as very interested in Highs and Lows.  She 
also noted that her group might “go off in a tangent” at times or some students 
might “zone out.” 
 Elliot and Johanna discussed students who had a challenging time 
allowing other students to have their turn without interjecting.  Elliot 
commented there was one student in his group who had a challenging time not 
interrupting her peers during their turn.  He said: 
I have one student who, just due to the way her brain works, is very 
disruptive as we go around.  And it’s like every single person I have to be, 
like, ‘Don’t!’  Because she wants to jump in on every comment. 
Elliot recognized this student acted this way “just due to the way her brain 
works” and also made an effort to prevent and stop her from interrupting.  
Johanna also spoke about advisees wanting to make comments during others’ 
turns: 
There have been kids who have a really hard time letting the other kids 
say their Highs and Lows because they always want to have a 
commentary.  Like ‘Oh, yeah, I really felt that, too.’  Or, like, ‘Oh I know 
what you’re talking about.’  There’s one kid in particular who just can’t 
not comment, so that is something we’re working on as a group.  And 
we’re like, ‘Okay, we know you want to say something, but no, it’s not 
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your turn.’  But I feel like they’re sweet and they listen to each other for 
the most part without, you know, aside from the one who likes to interject 
all the time. 
Johanna and Elliot described situations in their advisories with students who 
wanted to interject with comments during other students’ turns in Highs and 
Lows. 
 The second emergent theme from advisor interviews was on altering 
Highs and Lows in some way.  Two advisors discussed changing the activity in 
different ways to respond to their group’s needs.  One advisor, Johanna spoke 
about altering the guidelines of the activity so there were some highs and lows 
students could not say: 
And we go around and we have a rule you can’t say that your high is that 
it’s Friday, cause we always do it on Fridays.  And you can’t say that your 
low is that you have a lot of work, or that you had a lot of work. So we’ve 
tried— That took us a while to make those guidelines, because that kept 
being the go-to….Finally everybody got tired of that being what 
everybody said.  And I think it forced kids who are quieter who would 
always just sort of mimic what the person in front of them said to actually 
come up with their own thing.  
While it was initially her rule, she said it did not take long for her advisees to 
enforce it.  Johanna and her advisory group adapted the game to fit their needs 
and encourage students to work harder to name highlights and challenges that 
were meaningful to them. 
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 Alicia also reflected on changing the exercise a little for her advisory 
group.  She said: 
I guess my fear with Highs and Lows is that it’ll get boring and redundant.  
So I’ve tried to introduce twists.  Like, when I came back from South 
Africa we did, like, lion and hyena.  And then the next week we were, like, 
‘Let’s do giraffe and mosquito.’  And then we did, like, flowers and they 
looked up flowers that smell really bad that could be the— And so it was 
interesting, like, we sort of tried to make it, like, a creative activity. 
To keep herself and her students engaged in Highs and Lows, Alicia introduced 
variations in terms to represent the highlights and challenges they each shared.   
Summary 
 Student interview data suggest that enhanced advisory supported the 
development of peer relationships.  By virtue of its existence, coupled with the 
frequency of advisory meetings and students’ perceptions of it as a safe 
environment, many students developed relationships with new people through 
advisory.  Furthermore, students indicated meeting and interacting with peers 
who they might not have otherwise.  While some students expressed that the 
diversity of advisory peers’ personalities and interests resulted in lack of 
connection, most students appreciated meeting different kinds of people.   
 The data also suggest that the use of Highs and Lows in enhanced 
advisory provided a formalized mechanism for many students to regularly and 
more deeply connect with each other.  In positive youth development terms, 
Highs and Lows increased the quantity and quality of mutually influential 
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student<—>peer relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008).  Students said the activity 
supported their ability to support each other.  Students also indicated that the 
encouragement they received from each other and hearing each others’ lows 
helped them feel less alone in their struggles.  This was comforting for students 
and also helped some people feel more confident in their own abilities.  Highs 
and Lows, then, seemed to provided a context in which students’ connections 
with each other resulted in an increased sense of care and empathy for each other 
and, for some students, an improved sense of confidence.  Conversely, some 
students expressed impressions that highlights and challenges shared were “not 
that deep” and “not very serious.”  These students seemed to benefit less from 
the exercise and, consequently, did not strengthen their connections and/or 
relationships with their peers to the same extent as their peers who heard and 
shared more substantial highs and lows.  The next section further investigates the 
connections students formed with individuals within their advisories and to 
their advisory group as a whole.  
Perceived Role of Enhanced Advisory 
 Thus far in this chapter I have described how peer relationships and 
connections in advisory were formed and encouraged.  In a relaxed, comfortable, 
and supportive environment students met new people, interacted with peers 
they may not have without advisory, and engaged in Highs and Lows, which 
supported authentic peer relationship development by giving students a 
structured space to reflect, express themselves, and support each other.  Further 
analysis of student interviews revealed a wide range of connections that were 
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formed among peers in each advisory group by the middle of spring semester.  
Three themes related to peer connectedness emerged: sense of connectedness to 
the group, sense of connectedness to individuals in the group, and disconnection.  
Connectedness to the group 
 Many students reflected on their sense of connectedness to their advisory 
as a group.  Approximately half of the students interviewed indicated feeling at 
least somewhat connected or bonded to their advisory.  Of these students, one 
quarter of them were in the same advisory.  These students described loving 
their cluster and one student, Kylie, described them as “unified.”  During the 
first week of school, the students named their advisory the “Best Cluster Ever” 
and made a Facebook group with such a name that same week.  Mia, one student 
from that advisory, said, “Everyone kind of loves each other in my cluster.  We 
have a really good cluster….My friends who aren’t in my cluster say they’re 
jealous of my cluster because I have a really good one.”  Both Kylie and Mia 
attributed their advisory’s bond to luck.  Kylie said, “We just get along really 
well….I think my cluster’s really lucky in that way.”  Mia explained: 
I think by coincidence it’s just a group of kids who mesh well together and 
are really compatible to each other.  And it just turned out where, you 
know, we just all can really get along and I don’t know, it’s fun.  We have 
a lot of fun. 
Some students in this particular advisory felt very connected to their group. 
 Other students in different advisories also felt connected to their groups, 
describing feeling comfortable with everybody even though they were not each 
  217 
others’ closest friends.  Jonas, Monica, Jaya, and Emmy, who are all in different 
advisories, described similar experiences.  Jonas said, “They’re not actually my 
closest friends. Yeah, no, they’re not my close friends, but like when we— When 
we’re in a group together its pretty comfortable.”  Monica described a similar 
sense of others in her cluster: 
I really like my cluster.  I got kind of lucky.  I have a lot of people who I’m, 
like, not super close with, so it’s not like my best friends, but it’s, like, a lot 
of people that I like and can be comfortable with, so that’s nice.   
In addition, Jaya explained, “I mean, we’re not like that close of friends because 
we’re just not, that’s not kinda how it works out.  But, like, we get along with 
each other.  Like we can freely talk to each other.”  Finally, Emmy said, “We’re 
not all from the same friend group, but we can all like come together.  It’s not, 
like, cliquey or anything; but it just, like, works.”  All of these students felt some 
sense of connection to their advisory groups, even if they did not identify every 
person as a close friend. 
 Some students got the impression their groups were bonded because of an 
inclusive dynamic.  Toby said his advisory grew closer over the course of the 
year and at the time of the interview his sense was that they were “all pretty 
close.”  To describe how he knew they were close he said, “During cluster, there 
isn’t, like, little mini clusters of people that just hang out.  It’s— Everyone is 
interested in what other people have to say and everyone’s friends.”  Damien 
described a similar experience in his advisory.  About whether his advisory 
group was bonded, he said:  
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I think definitely, because there’s, like, people that that aren’t, like, friends 
with each other’s friends necessarily, or different genders that don’t 
interact as much.  But if we’re all in, like, a room and we, we’re all talking 
about the same thing everybody gets to contribute. 
Damien and Toby interpreted the individuals in their advisories all interacting 
with each other, rather than in disparate groups, and contributing to a whole 
group conversation as signs their groups were bonded.   
 One student, Meagan, indicated being in an advisory group that was not 
bonded. She said meeting in advisory two to three times per week was simply 
not enough time to facilitate “that kind of bonding.  But I’d say it’s positive, but 
not extremely strong.”  She noted that the lack of close connection might be due 
to the fact that she and her peers in advisory did not work on collective projects 
as they would in a content-based class.  Therefore, the opportunity to bond with 
each other decreased. 
Connectedness to individuals 
 In addition to reflecting on a sense of connectedness to advisory as a 
group, many students reflected on their sense of connectedness to individuals in 
their respective advisories.  More than one third of the students interviewed felt 
connected to most, if not all, of their peers.  About one quarter of interviewed 
students felt connected to some peers and not others.  Five students interviewed 
indicated not having a strong connection to others.  Michael was one student 
who indicated being well connected to all of his peers: 
Cluster is really useful because you get to know a group of 14 students 
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really well…. I think I have a good relationship with probably a good deal 
– all – cluster.  Some of them, I mean, I might not talk to as much, but I 
think I have a good relationship. 
Palmer also indicated having a good relationship with others in his advisory.  
When describing his relationship with others he said, “It’s great.  It’s, you know, 
friendly.  We hangout and talk in cluster and do work.  Outside of cluster I talk 
with many of them quite frequently.”  Sean said there was a lot of friendly 
conversation in his cluster and that they were “just being friends around a 
metaphorical fire that doesn’t exist.”   
 More than one quarter of the students interviewed indicated feeling close 
to some peers and not others.  Ashanti explained that some students in her 
advisory did not engage with everybody else in the group.  She said, “There’s 
some people that I talk to a lot and others I, like, never talk to.”  She suggested 
this dynamic might have been due to people’s individual personalities.  Leanne 
had a similar experience in her cluster around speaking to some people and not 
to others.  She explained: 
We also play games sometimes, like Pictionary, and some of the games are 
really fun, but some people choose to opt out of them and sit in the corner 
and not really participate.  And those are the people I don’t really know 
very well.   
Brydon mentioned he felt comfortable in advisory, but his sense of connection to 
his peers was small: 
There really isn’t a problem even though we have such a, like, tiny 
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connection….I mean, like, I don’t really get to interact with my peers, like, 
outside of cluster sometimes.  I mean it’s kinda hard to, like, build a strong 
relationship.   
For Brydon, it seems that not interacting with his advisory peers outside of 
advisory hindered his ability to develop a stronger connection with them.  
 Leanne, Ashanti, Brydon and other students explained a phenomenon of 
speaking with some peers more than others.  Moreover, they identified possible 
explanations for varying degrees of engagement.  These suggestions included 
people having different personalities, lack of participation in advisory games, or 
not having enough time to build a relationship. 
 Finally, some students expressed not having a strong connection to many 
other students in their advisory.  Eve was one of those students: 
I’m not too close with anyone in my cluster.  I guess like I’m just, I don’t 
feel like I’m separated.  I guess it’s more just like not a strong connection 
with anyone, but like I can still, like, still carry conversations with people.   
Selah expressed a similar sentiment.  She said she spoke with others in her 
advisory, but that they were not particularly close: 
It’s, like, friendly with everyone and I, like, try to talk with everyone in 
my cluster.  But, I mean, it’s definitely not like there’s this like bond 
between us.  Like, I don’t necessarily talk to them outside of cluster if I’m 
not, like, close with them. 
Theresa said she did not “necessarily feel that just being in cluster with these 
people, like, makes me have like a close relationship with any of them, but it’s 
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not like it’s unenjoyable.”  As is evident, these students neither felt disconnected 
nor particularly close or connected to their peers. 
Disconnected 
 A small minority of students, three in total, described being disconnected 
from peers in their advisories.  Meryl was one of those students who felt 
particularly isolated, saying, “Do you want my serious honest opinion of it?  I 
hate everyone in my cluster.  Like, I just don’t like any of them at all.”  She 
described her advisory as consisting of one exclusive group and “everyone else.”  
She added: 
There’s this one guy.  Like, he actually gets worshipped by, like, a lot of 
the girls in our grade and it’s really weird.  And so there’s like four or five 
of those girls that do worship him in my cluster too. And so it makes this 
like super weird dynamic. And so then there’s, like, that group right, and 
then there’s a few boys that fall in with them. And then there’s, like, two 
other kind of really weird boys that just hang out like outside of that.  And 
I just literally hang out in the corner, so it makes, like, a super weird 
dynamic….And then interaction—there’s like some, but I mean clearly 
there’s, like, a group of people and then everyone else. 
The social dynamic Meryl illustrated was uncomfortable for her and she did not 
sense that she had a place in it.   
 Similarly, Madison felt disconnected from her peers because of their 
perceived personality and interest differences, which impacted their social 
interactions.  She said they never hung out together during advisory, that “we’re 
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all separate.”  Madison described the people in her advisory group by saying, 
“like, some people are really, really smart and there are people who are, like, in 
one friend group…. There’s other people that are just kinda loners.”  She thought 
if administrators had “put more people who had more similar personalities in a 
group, then it might have been easier to connect with them.”   
 Peyton said she did not connect with her advisory peers from the 
beginning of the school year.  She said she could not see herself being friends 
with them: 
I kind of, I didn’t really like my cluster that much because I thought that 
the people, in terms of the students, because I thought like the students, 
they weren’t like people who I really wanted to associate myself with.  I 
wasn’t, just wasn’t really friends with them and I didn’t feel like I could 
get along with them very well. 
Toward the end of the school year Peyton indicated still not being close to others 
in her advisory.  She said it was uncomfortable for her when they were asked to 
share about themselves with each other: 
It’s still a little, like, uncomfortable ‘cause it’s, like, you’re not gonna be 
talking as openly as you would if it was just, like, your really close friends 
who you trust, but that’s like the usual— So it’s a little weird. 
In addition, she explained that even though they were not friends, “it turned out 
to not really be a big deal. So I mean, I’m not friends with them really still, like 
I’m not close with them, but it’s not like we’re having fights or anything.”  
Peyton, Madison, and Meryl, while in the minority among ninth grade students 
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in enhanced advisory, all described feeling disconnected from their advisory 
peers.    
Advisors on student relationships and advisory connectedness 
 Similar to the students, advisors also reflected on their sense of their 
advisory group’s bondedness.  Comparing their advisory group to a family was 
the most common analogy advisors offered when discussing their advisory 
groups.  Three advisors used this comparison.  Alicia explained that one of the 
initial purposes of enhanced advisory was to give students a space, like a family, 
they felt they belonged to.  Toward the end of the school year Johanna described 
how her advisory group had changed over time.  She also explained what it 
meant for students in an advisory group to treat each other more as family than 
as friends: 
I think they’re really funny with each other.  And I think they’ve shifted.  
You know, I’ve watched kids become really close who weren’t close at all 
at the beginning of the year and there’s definitely people who I think still 
feel a little bit on the periphery, but genuinely, they’re just— It’s almost— 
I think the closest thing I can liken it to is, like, siblings.  You know, 
sometimes you like them and sometimes you don’t.  But they’re always 
going to be your siblings.  And they kind of treat each other in that way.   
However, Alicia questioned whether treating each other as though they were 
family was beneficial.  She said, “It’s interesting because you could, you know, 
look at that metaphor more closely and realize that family members feel bonded, 
but don’t necessarily speak to each other or don’t interact in ways that seem 
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healthy.”  Regardless of the quality or benefits of this type of relationship, some 
advisors perceived this “family” dynamic in their advisory groups. 
 Speaking about her advisory in different terms, [Miranda] said she 
thought her advisees considered each other “this group.”  She said: 
I think they definitely identify as a group.…Even though there’s little sets 
of friendships within the group— I think there’s lots of them that probably 
never interact otherwise, but they see themselves as a group….Right now 
I think they have a nice vibe.   
She expressed being intentional about maintaining that positive group 
connection by talking with them about how they could look out for and help 
each other. 
 Conversely, Alicia did not have a strong sense of the extent to which her 
advisory had bonded.  She said: 
From what I’ve observed it seems like I feel bonded to them to a certain 
extent and think they feel bonded to me to a certain extent, but I don’t 
know if they feel bonded to each other.  And I also feel like that just could 
be my lack of awareness of how, you know, the social world of teenagers 
works and what it looks like, you know?  But I couldn’t really tell you, like, 
if they saw each other in the halls how they would react to each other.  
You know?  But they’re always very respectful of each other, and that I 
really appreciate. 
Here, Alicia honestly articulated not knowing if her group felt bonded to each 
other. 
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Conclusion 
 Student narratives largely described the enhanced advisory environment 
as “relaxed,” “stress reliever,” “fun,” “comfortable,” “nonjudgmental,” and/or 
“supportive.”  The comfort students felt in the advisory space allowed most of 
them to authentically develop relationships with each other and deepen their 
connections through Highs and Lows.  Data from student interviews indicate 
that approximately half of the students interviewed felt bonded to their group 
and/or to certain peers in their group.  During Highs and Lows, some of these 
students benefitted by relating to each other and offering support to or receiving 
support from their peers.  In the language of positive youth development, 
through ongoing bidirectional student<—>peer relations these students’ 
strengths aligned with the healthy growth opportunities of advisory, which 
potentially resulted in positive development (Lerner, 2005). 
 Some students, however, did not feel a connection to others in their 
advisory and three students described feeling disconnected from all of their 
advisory peers.  Some students also indicated not fully engaging in the Highs 
and Lows activity, calling it “not that serious” and referring to the highlights 
(highs) and challenges (lows) shared as “not very deep.”  While it is unclear from 
student narratives whether these groups of students are the same, this suggests 
that both of these groups of students experienced less frequent meaningful 
student<—>peer relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008) in advisory.  Consequently, 
it is possible these students experienced less extensive positive development. 
 From students’ accounts, it appears that peer connections were less 
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prevalent and student-peer relationships were less developed than the seemingly 
well-connected student-advisor relationships, as described in Chapter 5.  As a 
result, it is possible that student<—>advisor relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008) 
had a greater impact on students’ positive development than student<—>peer 
relations.  The extent to which student-advisor and peer relationships supported 
the development of students in enhanced advisory will be further discussed in 
the next chapter. 
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Chapter 7 
Discussion 
The present study sought to investigate the role of enhanced advisory 
(EA) in fostering the positive development of participating ninth grade students 
at Collegiate High School (CHS).  I hoped to learn how students and advisors 
perceived and experienced the advisor-advisee relationship and how that 
relationship played a role in the ways students received support from their 
advisors.  I also wanted to gain an understanding of how students experienced 
the group component of enhanced advisory, how EA fostered peer relationships, 
and what role peer relationships played in the ways students received support 
through the group aspect of advisory. 
 Enhanced advisory students’ pre-post survey mean scores on positive 
development measures were investigated for changes between Fall 2012 and 
Spring 2013.  EA students’ positive development scores were also compared to 
the scores of a previous cohort of ninth grade students who participated in 
traditional advisory (TA).  To summarize briefly the overarching findings 
presented in the preceding chapters, analyses of pre-post surveys administered 
to students in EA revealed that their mean scores decreased on approximately 
half of the measures, three of which were statistically significant.  In other words, 
students in EA reported lower levels of problem solving behaviors, intrinsic 
motivation, and sense of community at the end of the school year compared to 
the beginning of the year.  However, EA students’ end-of-year mean scores 
largely surpassed those of students in TA, indicating that enhanced advisory did 
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play a positive role in fostering students’ positive development.  Quantitative 
end-of-year data revealed that students in EA reported higher levels of 
interpersonal and problem solving skills, intrinsic motivation, personal growth 
initiative, resilience, community, trust, collective efficacy, advisor personal 
support, grit, ethical identity, moral disengagement, and empathy compared to 
the end-of-year data of students in TA.  While these results are promising, there 
are still substantive questions about the role of enhanced advisory in fostering 
students’ positive development.  Qualitative data revealed that almost all 
interviewed students built a positive relationship with their advisors and 
benefitted academically, socially, and psychologically from this relationship.  
Many—but not all— students also described the role of advisory in 
strengthening their connections to peers and sense of belonging to their advisory 
group. 
 This study investigates these data through a positive youth development 
(PYD) lens, by way of the Five Cs framework, to measure positive development.  
Researchers have indicated that the Five Cs is the most empirically supported 
framework of PYD (Heck & Subramaniam, 2009).  Most, if not all, of that 
research on PYD and the Five Cs Model has been conducted in after school or 
non-school contexts, such as 4-H, Girl Scouts or Boy Scouts, YWCA or YMCA, 
and Boys and Girls Club (Lerner et al., 2005), as discussed in Chapter 2.  This 
study explores the positive development of CHS’s ninth grade students through 
the PYD lens in an in-school context.  Therefore, this study of CHS’s enhanced 
advisory suggests that a) positive development of youth can be promoted in 
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school and b) PYD and the Five C Model could be used to measure that positive 
development. 
In this chapter, I begin by briefly reviewing the relational developmental 
systems and positive youth development theories presented in Chapter 2 in 
order to then draw from this work in interpreting this study’s key findings, 
specifically as they relate to Connection, Caring/Compassion, and Confidence.  
Finally, I explore the EA students’ decrease in mean scores on three measures 
from the beginning of the year to the end of the year, describe the implications of 
this study’s findings for educators and researchers, and discuss the study’s 
limitations.   
Review of Relational Developmental Systems/Positive Youth Development 
 Recall from the overview of relational developmental systems (RDS) 
theory in Chapter 2 that human development is a product of bidirectional 
influence; as people and environments influence a person, that person also 
directly impacts the people with whom they interact and the environment in 
which they exist.  All of these people and environments are inherently integrated 
with one another and fused together in reciprocally influential relations.  In RDS 
terms, these relationships are “mutually influential individual<—>context 
relations” (Lerner & Overton, 2008).  According to RDS, individual<—>context 
relations promote plasticity and change becomes possible as these relations 
continue to happen over time.  In addition, RDS assumes that all people have 
strengths.  If one’s strengths are aligned with the strengths of the environment, 
then that person may experience positive functioning at one point in time.  If that 
  230 
alignment, and therefore positive functioning, continues over a period of time 
then the result may lead to positive development. 
 Recall also that positive youth development (PYD) builds from RDS 
theory, describing how positive developmental change within and among youth 
is possible.  As RDS assumes that all individuals have strengths, so too does PYD 
assume all adolescents have strengths.  If youths’ strengths are aligned with 
healthy growth opportunities in contexts of adolescent development, then those 
youth may experience positive functioning at one point in time.  If that alignment 
between individual and context continues over a period of time, and that 
positive functioning of both is maintained, then the result may lead to positive 
youth development and, eventually, thriving and the sixth C, Contribution.  PYD 
promotes contextual change of ecological assets to nurture adolescent 
development.  Ecological assets are resources and opportunities available to 
youth in various contexts, including family, school, and neighborhood, which 
exist within four dimensions of human resources, physical/institutional 
resources, collective activity, and accessibility (Theokas & Lerner, 2006).  There 
are three points of impact to implement contextual change: contextual influence, 
institutional action, and community or structural change (Lerner, 2005).  
Adolescent development can be measured utilizing the Five Cs Model of PYD, 
which are Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and 
Caring/Compassion (Bowers et al., 2010; Lerner & Lerner, 2005). 
 Positive youth development’s Five Cs Model is the guiding framework for 
this study and the structure by which the role of enhanced advisory in 
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promoting students’ positive development is being measured.  As such, findings 
and implications are further discussed in the next section via this model.  
Specifically, it explores the Connection, Caring/Compassion, and Confidence Cs 
which were particularly associated with CHS’s enhanced advisory. 
Connection Findings and Discussion 
 Recall from Chapter 2 that the Five Cs Model’s definition of Connection is 
identified as “positive bonds with people and institutions that are reflected in 
bidirectional exchanges between the individual and peers, family, school, and 
community in which both parties contribute to the relationship” (Lerner et al., 
2005, p.23).  As explored in Chapters 5 and 6, this study’s findings suggest that 
Collegiate High School’s (CHS’s) enhanced advisory (EA) supported the 
development of Connection between students and their advisors as well as 
among advisory peers more so than CHS’s traditional advisory (TA).  This is 
seen through the quantitative measures of community, trust, collective efficacy, 
advisor personal support, and advisor academic support.  Specifically regarding 
the community construct, which measured students’ sense of connectedness to 
others in their advisory and the extent to which students in a single advisory 
cluster cared about each other, results of independent samples t-tests and OLS 
regressions revealed that students in EA exhibited higher levels of sense of 
community and connectedness than students in TA.  Additionally, results of 
independent samples t-tests and OLS regressions revealed that students in 
enhanced advisory demonstrated significantly higher levels on the trust, 
collective efficacy, advisor personal support, and advisor academic support 
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measures than students in traditional advisory.  
 The qualitative data show that many CHS students in EA developed 
relationships with each other and their advisors.  How students and advisors 
developed relationships with each other was largely based on students’ 
perceptions of their advisors’ positive qualities and the knowledge that their 
advisors cared about them, as well as students’ and advisors’ perceptions that 
they got to know each other.  This positive advisor-advisee relationship made 
students feel connected to and comfortable with their approachable and 
nonjudgmental advisors.  As a result, students were able to receive support from 
their advisors.  In addition, it is evident from qualitative data that students in 
enhanced advisory developed relationships with each other, utilized each other 
as resources to make connections to students outside one’s own advisory, and 
students in advisories developed a sense of “group” or “family” to some extent. 
 Most advisories are implemented for connection purposes, generally to 
increase a student’s connectedness to school or to an adult at school as a means 
of supporting their social and emotional wellbeing in order to promote academic 
success (Phillippo, 2009; Shulkind, 2007).  Findings on Connection from this 
study confirm much of the extant research on advisory programs’ role in 
increasing students’ sense of connectedness to their advisors and peers.  These 
findings are consistent with other researchers’ findings that advisories can be 
effective at building advisor-advisee and peer relationships (Meloro, 2005; Poole, 
2003; Walloff, 2011) and develop a sense of community within each group as well 
as a sense of belonging (Borgeson, 2009).  They are also consistent with 
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Shulkind’s (2007) findings that a sense of connection in advisory is promoted 
through trust games as well as through open communication about what it 
means for advisory groups to be like a family.    
As explained in the description of enhanced advisory in Chapter 2, one of 
the main purposes of CHS’s enhanced advisory was to support each ninth grade 
student’s development of a relationship with their advisor as well as a sense of 
connectedness to the advisory group.  As such, it is not a surprise to see students’ 
strong sense of connection to their advisor, considering that the advisors were 
given time, pre-program training, regular coaching, and opportunities for peer 
support to implement advisory effectively.  However, the quantitative and 
qualitative findings described above deepen the current advisory scholarship, 
specifically when considering findings through the PYD lens.  With the Five Cs 
definition of Connection in mind, this study on CHS’s enhanced advisory 
confirms and furthers the advisory literature in four distinct ways: students’ 
wants and needs regarding advisor qualities and advisor-advisee relationships, 
students’ desires to know their advisor and be known by them, the use of a 
mechanism to increase the quantity and quality of peer interactions to support 
developing peer relationships, and the importance of both elements of advisory. 
Student<—>Advisor Relations: Consistency of Student Needs   
 This study of enhanced advisory at CHS explores the development of 
positive bonds between students and their advisor, which in PYD terms is an 
ecological asset that supports students’ positive development.  One piece that 
supports the evolution of a positive advisor-advisee relationship is students’ 
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positive perceptions of their advisors.  Interviews showed that most students in 
enhanced advisory were looking for similar qualities in an advisor and were 
interested in developing a similar kind of student-advisor relationship.  Recall 
the descriptions students provided of their advisors in Chapter 5.  They asserted 
that qualities such as comfortable, approachable, understanding, and 
nonjudgmental were important characteristics of an advisor.  Students who had 
positive impressions of their advisor indicated creating and deepening 
relationships with their advisors.  Namely, students shared about themselves 
and their lives with their advisors and advisors shared about themselves and 
their lives with their advisees.  In addition, students experienced their advisors 
caring about them and advocating on their behalf. 
 Conversely, there were three students who experienced disconnectedness 
with their advisor.  The first asserted that her advisor did not take the time to get 
to know her and, consequently, she did not feel comfortable with her advisor 
and did not seek support from her.  The second student also described her 
advisor not knowing her and, additionally, stated she did not know her advisor 
and perceived her advisor to be judgmental.  As a result she felt uncomfortable 
around her advisor and did not feel supported by her.  The third student’s 
advisor was also her Civics teacher and the student perceived her 
teacher/advisor to be judgmental about her lack of participation in the Civics 
class.  This student did not think her advisor liked her and, therefore, did not 
receive many of the support benefits of having an advisor.  These cases of 
student-advisor disconnection help support the assertions of students in 
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connected student-advisor relationships.  Specifically, what students needed 
from their advisor was consistent.  Students largely wanted their advisors to be 
approachable and nonjudgmental.  Additionally, students wanted to develop 
relationships with their advisors that allowed each person to be known; students 
wanted to know their advisors and they wanted their advisors to know them. 
 These mutually influential student (individual)<—>advisor (context) 
relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008) offer developing adolescents a school-based 
asset that exists within what Theokas and Lerner (2006) have called the human 
resources and accessibility dimensions.  CHS made the advisor accessible to 
students and advisors used their strengths, skills, and abilities to be human 
resources for their advisees.  The strengths of both advisor and student were 
aligned and they had mutually beneficial interactions over an extended period of 
time, which resulted in positive functioning and development for the youth.  
Additionally, when these reciprocally influential relations were operating at their 
best, they were truly bidirectional—both students and advisors were seen and 
heard by each other.  When students felt disconnected, their internal strengths 
were not aligned with the internal strengths of their advisors and they did not 
experience positive interactions over time, resulting in a missed opportunity for 
some students to be supported.   
Student<—>Advisor Relations: Knowing and Being Known 
 Students in enhanced advisory (EA) indicated in interviews that knowing 
their advisor and being known by them were important building blocks in 
developing a positive student-advisor relationship, as mentioned in the above 
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section.  Students expressed that their advisors got to know them over the course 
of the year by asking them questions about their lives, such as about the activities 
they participated in and how they were feeling about school.  Students indicated 
advisors would follow up with them during and after a challenging situation and 
students felt comfortable seeking out advisor support because they sensed their 
advisors knew them and knew how to help.  Quantitative data support these 
student accounts, as independent samples t-tests and OLS regressions revealed 
that students in EA exhibited significantly higher levels of sense of advisor 
personal support, which measured students’ beliefs that their advisors cared 
about them and liked them as a person, than students in traditional advisory 
(TA).   
 In regard to the second building block, knowing one’s advisor, many 
students reflected on enjoying getting to know their advisor and their advisor’s 
family.  Learning more about their advisor than they would a classroom teacher 
indicated to many students that the student-advisor relationship was different 
than the more familiar impersonal student-teacher relationship.  This idea, that it 
was important for students to feel they knew their advisor, is supported by one 
student’s experience of disconnection from her advisor.  This student expressed 
that her lack of comfort with and lack of connection to her advisor was partially 
due to not feeling like she knew her.  Unfortunately, no quantitative data were 
gathered to measure students’ sense that they knew their advisor. 
 Students wanting an adult at school who knows them, the first half of this 
relational equation, has been explored in the literature on student-teacher 
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relationships (Hamre & Pianta, 2006) and advisory (Meloro, 2005).  Chhuon and 
Wallace (2014) have referred to it as “being known,” which comes when students’ 
perceive their teachers trust them, display active attentiveness when getting to 
know them, and show they care about them.  In addition to the school-based 
adult-youth relationship scholarship, research on nonschool-based mentoring 
relationships echoes youth’s desire to be known and seen by their mentor 
(Spencer, 2006). 
 Whereas the research on teachers taking interest in students’ lives is 
prevalent, there seems to be a paucity in research investigating the second half of 
the equation: that students also want to know their advisors.  The mentoring 
literature has begun to explore this concept, which can help shed light on this 
emergent aspect of student-advisor relationships.  Researchers have suggested 
that qualities of highly functioning mentoring relationships include regular 
contact between the mentor and protégé, or mentee, over a significant amount of 
time as well as a strong emotional connection (DuBois & Neville, 1997).  In order 
to develop that emotional connection, Spencer (2006) identifies four relational 
processes that seem to be present in successful mentor-mentee relationships: 
authenticity, empathy, collaboration, and companionship.  In a study of high 
school adolescents, researchers found that the protégés’ sense of mutuality, such 
as learning from each other and giving each other advice, was important to their 
relationships (Liang, Spencer, Brogan, & Corral, 2008).  In addition, a study of 
college student protégés found that participants perceived their relationships 
with their mentors “as one that also gives something to the mentor” (Anglin, 
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Ballou, Beyene, & Sanchez, 2002, p. 97).  They saw their relationships as being 
mutually beneficial, where both engaged in mutual learning and relationship 
mutuality, or friendship.   
Mutually influential individual<—>context relations (Lerner & Overton, 
2008) are bidirectional and, indeed, mutually beneficial.  However, there seems 
to be a spectrum of mutuality in relationships.  On the low end are minimally 
emotional student-teacher relationships in which teachers show interest in and 
get to know their students (Hamre & Pianta, 2006) and students feel they are 
“being known” (Chhuon & Wallace, 2014).  On the high end are, potentially, 
highly emotional mentor-mentee relationships in which mentees perceive to 
develop a friendship with their mentor where they learn from and give advice to 
one another (Liang, Spencer, Brogan, & Corral, 2008).  It seems that advisor-
student relationships are situated between the two.  However, as seen in this 
study, as advisors and students are encouraged to engage in increasingly 
emotional relationships with each other, students may increasingly be interested 
in knowing their advisors.  To the best of my knowledge, this finding, that 
students also want to get to know their advisors, is a unique contribution to the 
advisory scholarship. 
Student<—>Peer Relations: A Mechanism for Connection 
 This study also furthers advisory and school connectedness literature by 
investigating a specific activity in advisory through which the work of 
developing students’ sense of connectedness was carried out.  Highs and Lows, 
as explored in Chapter 6, was an advisory activity in which students and their 
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advisor shared one highlight and one challenge from the previous week.  It was 
the primary structure by which the whole group of students regularly connected 
with each other.   
 Qualitative data indicate that some students connected to their peers 
through Highs and Lows by simply voicing their highlights (highs) and 
challenges (lows) and making them known to others, some students connected 
by listening and offering support, and some utilized the activity for both.  It is 
possible that the students who experienced Highs and Lows in these ways 
connected with each other in potentially deeper ways than they might have 
without the exercise.  One CHS advisor challenged her advisees to give more 
unique and substantial highlights and challenges.  During an interview she 
spoke about altering the rules of the activity so students could not offer “go-to” 
generic responses such as “My low is that I have a lot of work” or “My high is 
that it’s Friday.”  She indicated that it did not take long for students themselves 
to enforce the rule.   
 However, Highs and Lows was not beloved by all students and advisors.  
One advisor expressed skepticism about Highs and Lows, indicating that she did 
not make implementing it a priority.  And, based on student recollections, one 
advisor allowed students to opt out of participating, possibly signaling to the rest 
of the students that the activity was not important.  Just as some advisors did not 
fully value the activity, many students were not convinced of its usefulness.  
While some students contributed authentic and “pointy” lows, many students 
expressed that the lows offered were “general,” not revealing deeper hardships 
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that would put students in positions of vulnerability.  Some students also 
indicated not wanting to share more serious challenges because they did not 
want to bring down the mood of the group. 
 As stated earlier in this Connection section, there is a body of research that 
has documented advisory as a means to support the development of peer 
relationships and students’ sense of connectedness (Borgeson, 2009; Meloro, 
2005; Poole, 2003; Shulkind, 2007; Walloff, 2011).  Little is known, however, about 
the specific environmental, ecological, or other school-based characteristics that 
promote this sense of connection (Waters, Cross, & Runions, 2009).  To the best of 
my knowledge there is limited, if any, additional research on the ecological 
mechanisms within advisory that promote adolescent students’ sense of 
connectedness.   
 Viewing Highs and Lows through a positive youth development lens, it is 
possible to see how it was used in some advisories as a mechanism to support 
and deepen student<—>peer relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008) by increasing 
the quantity of peer interactions and the quality of student connections over the 
course of a school year— an extended period of time.  In PYD terms, Highs and 
Lows as an advisory-based exercise was a resource to students existing within 
both the institutional resources and collective activity dimensions (Theokas & 
Lerner, 2006), as it created structure in advisory and provided an opportunity for 
the students to engage in an activity together.  Even more than simple 
engagement, Highs and Lows, in some advisories, encouraged these adolescents 
to be vulnerable with each other, which likely increased their sense of connection 
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to one another. 
 However, in considering some students’ perspectives that the activity was 
“a nonissue” and “not that big of a deal,” it seems that not all students 
experienced increased connection with peers through Highs and Lows.  This 
raises a question about the extent to which advisors should elicit more unique 
and substantial highlights and challenges from students about their lives in order 
to make the activity more impactful.  Turning to the literature on adolescent 
development and belonging may help explore an answer. 
 Adolescent development theorists (Erikson, 1968; Marcia, 1980) and 
identity development researchers (Chhuon & Wallace, 2014; Nakkula & Toshalis, 
2006) have suggested that the period of identity formation describes a period 
during which youth strive to be distinct, to find their own expression, and also to 
have and feel meaningful relationships with those around them.  Nakkula & 
Toshalis (2006) have encouraged schools to create safe spaces for students in 
which they feel accepted and free to explore their developing selves, and to 
which they feel they belong.  The separate elements that characterize this growth 
period for adolescents may seem paradoxical.  On one hand, youth need to feel 
respected for their uniqueness and individuality; on the other hand, youth need 
to feel connected to people who make them feel accepted and to places to which 
they feel they belong.  
 Research on school belonging has historically suggested that belonging is 
the extent to which a student feels “personally accepted, respected, included, and 
supported by others—especially teachers and other adults in the school 
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environment” (Goodenow & Grady, 1993, p. 61).  More recently, some scholars 
have offered frameworks of belonging that recognize and include peer 
relationships.  For example, Wallace, Ye, and Chhuon (2012) have proposed that 
adolescents’ sense of belonging involves four distinct school experience factors, 
including general connection to teachers, connection to a specific teacher, 
participation in school-based activities, and the perception of fitting in with peers.  
This concept of adolescents desiring to “fit in,” is also supported by Crosnoe’s 
(2011) social marginalization model, which argues the importance of adolescents’ 
perception of peer acceptance for school performance and engagement.  
 If fitting in with peers is one dimension of belonging, then it is possible 
sharing more serious challenges with classmates may threaten students’ sense of 
peer acceptance and, therefore, their sense of belonging.  As Reis & Shaver (1988) 
have articulated, divulging personal information or vulnerabilities poses possible 
risks that one may face rejection, invalidation, or humiliation.  This speaks to 
some EA students’ expressed reluctance to share significant hardships.  However, 
one adolescent’s fear of rejection as they are discussing sensitive information 
may be minimized by a peer’s capacity for and expression of empathy (Chow, 
Ruhl, & Buhrmester, 2013).  In other words, students may feel less afraid to share 
a more significant challenge and may be more open to being vulnerable if 
supported and encouraged by empathetic peers. 
 The implication, then, is that adults should support and encourage 
adolescents’ expression of empathy and concern for their peers.  Therefore, it 
seems that advisors should elicit more unique and substantial highlights and 
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challenges from students during Highs and Lows while simultaneously guiding 
students to express care and empathy for their peers.  Doing so would increase 
the quantity and quality of student<—>peer relations (Overton & Lerner, 2008), 
making the activity more impactful and meaningful.  
Student<—>Advisor and Student<—>Peer Relations: The Duality of Advisory 
 Both elements of advisory—the student-advisor relationship and the 
advisory group and environment—are important for maximizing the program’s 
effectiveness regarding students’ sense of connectedness.  Recall the sections in 
both qualitative findings chapters on the perceived role of advisor support 
(Chapter 5) and the perceived role of enhanced advisory and advisory peer 
relationships (Chapter 6) in which cases of students experiencing disconnection 
are explored.  As described above, in Chapter 5 three students described 
experiencing disconnected relationships with their advisors.  None of these 
students experienced sufficient quantity or quality of bidirectional mutually 
influential student<—>advisor relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008) over time to 
lead to positive development comparable to their peers.  In Chapter 6 three 
students described feeling disconnected from their peers.  None of these students 
experienced sufficient quantity or quality of bidirectionally beneficial student<—
>peer relations over time to lead to positive development comparable to their 
peers.   
 The point to note here is that these groups of students are different from 
each other, meaning that the students who felt disconnected from their advisors 
were different students than those who felt disconnected from their peers.  
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Furthermore, the students who felt disconnected from their advisors did not feel 
disconnected from their peers and students who felt disconnected from their 
peers did not feel disconnected from their advisors.  Two of the students who felt 
disconnected from their advisors expressed appreciation for advisory providing 
them with opportunities to meet new and different people; they experienced 
mutually influential student<—>peer relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008).  
Likewise, two students who felt disconnected from their peers indicated a 
connection to their advisors.  One expressed appreciation for her advisor who 
helped her increase her focus on homework while the other expressed gratitude 
for her advisor’s care and concern for her and she recounted seeking out her 
advisor’s support.  They experienced mutually influential student<—>advisor 
relations.  When students’ strengths did not align with the strengths of their 
advisors, their peers kept them connected.  Similarly, when students’ strengths 
did not align with the strengths of their peers, their advisors kept them 
connected.  Without the element of advisory in which they found connection, it is 
possible that any of these students could have become deeply disconnected.  The 
dissimilarity of these groups of students indicates the importance of both 
components of advisory programming to maximize its effectiveness for students.  
 That said, the two parts of EA do not seem to be equally successful, nor do 
they appear to be implemented with equal gravity.  From both student and 
advisor accounts it appears that greater emphasis was placed on the advisor-
advisee relationship than the group component.  Interviews did not produce 
data to explore how or why this seemed to be the case.  However, seemingly as a 
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result of the emphasis on advisor-student relationships, as shown in Chapter 5, 
most students articulated positive expressions of their advisors and their 
relationships with them.  There were only three out of 40 interviewed students 
who expressed discomfort and disconnection with their advisors.  This is 
juxtaposed with Chapter 6, which reveals that approximately half the students 
interviewed indicated not feeling very connected to their advisory peers.  Many 
more students’ expressed a lack of connection to each other than a lack of 
connection to their advisor. 
 The transition into high school, as discussed in Chapter 2, is characterized 
by environmental (school context) and social (friendship) changes.  Research has 
shown that when students feel a sense of connection and belonging to their 
school, negative social outcomes can decrease and positive emotional outcomes 
can increase (Baumeister & Leary, 1995).  McNeely and Falci (2004) have 
explored two dimensions of school connectedness: perceived teacher support 
and social belonging.  Their findings on students’ sense of connectedness to 
teachers are straightforward in that sense of connectedness to teachers seems to 
be negatively correlated with risk behaviors.  The findings on social belonging, 
on the other hand, are more complicated.  Their research has indicated that a 
sense of conventional social belonging—in which adolescents are connected to 
peers who engage in prosocial behaviors—was negatively correlated with risk 
behaviors, while a sense of unconventional social belonging—which involves 
connection to others who engage in non-prosocial behaviors— was correlated 
with engagement in some risky behaviors.  As adolescents shift from needing 
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parental support to needing peer support for social, emotional, and mental 
health (McGraw, Moor, Fuller, & Bates, 2008), it is important that schools, and 
advisory programs in particular, support adolescent students’ positive peer 
interactions and sense of conventional social belonging (McNeely & Falci, 2004). 
 The two components of EA supported the development of two different 
kinds of relationships: student-advisor and student-student.  EA students’ 
connections to and relationships with their advisors helped them feel known and 
helped them perceive that they knew their advisors.  Through the group 
component of advisory many, but not all, students developed meaningful 
connections with others in their advisory and/or a sense of connection to the 
advisory group as a whole.  Both of these relationships, student<—>advisor and 
student<—>peer (Lerner & Overton, 2008), are necessary to maximize students’ 
potential to feel they belong.  EA advisors should consider increasing the focus 
on the group component of EA to further increase students’ sense of connection 
with each other.   
Caring/Compassion Findings and Discussion   
 Another “C” within the positive youth development framework 
represents Caring/Compassion, which is defined as “a sense of sympathy and 
empathy for others” (Lerner et al., 2005, p. 23).  Analyses revealed that students 
who participated in enhanced advisory (EA) exhibited statistically significant 
higher levels of empathy than students in traditional advisory (TA).  
Additionally, the presence of a significant interaction effect within the regression 
model between gender and participating in enhanced advisory revealed that, 
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while female students typically demonstrate higher levels of empathy than their 
male peers, this difference narrowed for students participating in the enhanced 
advisory program.  It seems that participation in EA helped the female students 
become more empathetic and helped male students become much more 
empathetic.   
 The qualitative data elucidate two themes regarding how students in EA 
developed high levels of empathy.  First, as mentioned above in the section on 
Connection, interviews with students suggested that the collective activity of 
Highs and Lows provided an opportunity for students to connect with each 
other over highlights and challenges of the week, thus increasing many students’ 
engagement in mutually beneficial student<—>peer relations (Lerner & Overton, 
2008) as well as increasing the quality of those relations.  In addition to 
increasing students’ connectedness to each other, students indicated that 
participating in Highs and Lows made it possible for students to receive and/or 
offer support and, in doing so, identify with one another’s struggles.  Through 
Highs and Lows, students heard their peers’ challenges, recognized and 
validated them, and extended empathy and compassion for them and their 
situations.  
 The second emergent theme on students’ sense of empathy is that both 
students and advisors recognized it was important for the advisor to be caring.  
Students spoke of their advisors as caring and advisors themselves spoke about 
the ways in which they showed their advisees they cared about them.  
Recollections from advisors and students alike described advisors who were 
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interested in the academic, social, and emotional well being of the students, as 
well as the more mundane happenings in their lives.  These findings are 
consistent with Shulkind’s (2007) findings that advisors showing they cared 
about their advisees was an important component in students developing a sense 
of connection to them. 
   All of the above findings on Caring/Compassion suggest that 
participation in enhanced advisory encouraged the development of at least two 
Caring relations: student<—>advisor and student<—>peer.  There is a foundation 
of knowledge that supports the development of caring student-advisor 
relationships and limited research on caring peer relationships.   
 Extensive research exists on the importance of teachers showing care for 
students to support student-teacher relationship development (Osterman, 2000).  
There is also research on care and caring school communities (Battistich, 
Solomon, Watson, & Schaps, 1997), which suggests student-teacher relationships 
determine the extent to which students feel cared for (Noddings, 2005).  And 
Ellerbrock and Kiefer (2010) advocate for the creation of “communities of care” 
to support and promote positive high school transitions.  These communities of 
care focus on establishing three caring relationships: teacher-program, teacher-
student, and student-program.  (Note here the absence of a student-student 
relationship.)    
 In comparison to the literature on adult-student relational caring, there is 
very limited research on school-based adolescent peer relationships and empathy, 
caring, and/or compassion (Oberle, Schonert-Reichl, & Thomson, 2010; Wolfer, 
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Cortina, & Baumert, 2012).  Further, to the best of my knowledge, little if any 
prior advisory scholarship has explored the correlation between advisory and 
students’ sense of empathy or compassion toward their peers.  What is known 
are the benefits of peer relationship development, as discussed throughout this 
chapter, and the development of empathy.  Researchers have suggested the value 
of empathy development, which is a predictor of prosocial behavior (Wentzel, 
Barry, & Caldwell, 2004), perspective taking skills (Van der Graaff et al., 2014), 
motivation to help others (Hoffman, 2000), and conflict management competence 
(Chow, Ruhl, & Buhrmester, 2013).   
 It may be that the student-teacher relationship is inherently imbalanced.  
That is, the teacher does most of the “caring for” (Noddings, 2005), inquiring 
about students’ lives and well being and fulfilling their responsibility to create a 
safe learning environment.  Whereas the students are taken care of, listened to, 
and safe.  This implies a mutually influential relation between student and 
advisor wherein the caring is practically unidirectional rather than bidirectional.  
However, as discussed in this chapter’s section on A Mechanism for Connection, 
the student<—>peer relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008) are much more mutually 
influential and bidirectional.  Students in enhanced advisory cared and showed 
empathy for each other and should be encouraged by their advisors to do so.  
With additional encouragement, students may be able to further grow and 
improve their capacity for empathy. 
Confidence Findings and Discussion  
 Another of the Five Cs within the positive youth development framework 
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is Confidence, which Lerner et al. (2005) characterize as “an internal sense of 
overall positive self-worth and self-efficacy; one’s global self-regard, as opposed 
to domain specific beliefs” (p. 23).  Independent samples t-tests and OLS 
regressions revealed that students in enhanced advisory (EA) demonstrated 
significantly higher levels of personal growth initiative and resilience than 
students in traditional advisory (TA).  However, it is noteworthy that not all 
students indicated a higher sense of Confidence.  Students who identified as 
Black, Latino, or multi-racial demonstrated lower levels of personal growth 
initiative and also lower levels of resilience than their peers who identified as 
White or Asian/Pacific Islander (PI).   
 Qualitative data illuminate how participating in EA helped some students 
feel more confident.  Recall Chapter 6 in which students described increased 
confidence as a result of three separate components of enhanced advisory.  One 
student indicated that making friends in advisory gave him confidence to meet 
people outside his advisory group, while another student articulated that he 
supported his peers during Highs and Lows because he wanted to help them feel 
more confident about themselves and their abilities.  Additionally, two students 
expressed that participating in Highs and Lows helped them feel more confident 
in their own abilities after realizing they were not alone in their struggles.  Each 
of these examples of increasing one’s own or another’s level of confidence 
describes social interactions.  They each illustrate participation in mutually 
influential individual<—>context relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008) over an 
extended period of time, which led to some students feeling more confident.    
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 With little research on the impact of confidence on adolescents’ well being 
or development, the scholarship on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) is helpful to 
contextualize this finding.  Bandura (1995) describes four forms of influence that 
can develop and strengthen a person’s efficacy beliefs, two of which are 
especially pertinent to this study: vicarious experiences and social persuasion.  
Bandura explains vicarious experiences of efficacy as an individual witnessing 
others who are similar to them persevere and succeed and, in turn, believing that 
they are also capable of success.  In the case of enhanced advisory, most students 
were given regular opportunity during Highs and Lows to share highlights from 
their week and, together, they watched each other persevere through challenges 
and succeed, thus building their own sense of efficacy.  The second form of 
influence, social persuasion, refers to an individual being encouraged by outside 
forces to believe they are able to succeed.  Again, Highs and Lows provided 
students this platform to be each others’ encouragers, motivators, and supporters.  
While student interviews emphasized the salience of voicing and hearing 
challenges, or lows, this perspective lifts up both the lows and the highs as 
important to the student<—>peer relational process of building students’ sense 
of efficacy.   
 It appears that the self-identified non-Asian students of color did not 
experience increased levels of Confidence comparable to their White and Asian-
identified peers.  Unfortunately, there were not qualitative data from the present 
study to help illuminate this quantitative finding because the interview protocol 
did not delve into this topic.  However, a growing body of research on African 
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American and Latino youth’s experiences of racial identity in educational 
settings helps investigate this finding.  This research suggests that African 
American youth often feel alienated in educational institutions (Datnow & 
Cooper, 1997; Osterman, 2000) and, regardless of students’ achievements, 
African American students feel like “outsiders within” (Cookson & Persell, 1991).  
Smock has expressed that students of color experience an “overwhelming feeling 
of conflict due to their perception of being caught between two different social 
worlds and a profound sense of alienation and isolation from a predominantly 
white and uniquely privileged school culture” (p. 20).  Additionally, Steele’s 
(1995) research has indicated that “stereotype threat,” or the threat that “other’s 
judgments or one’s own actions will negatively stereotype them” (p. 613) in a 
particular domain, has been found to negatively impact students’ sense of 
confidence and, consequently, their standardized test scores.  Steele states, 
“Ironically, their susceptibility to this threat derives not from internal doubts 
about their ability but from their identification with the domain and the resulting 
concern they have about being stereotyped in it” (p. 614).  In other words, it is 
not students’ internal doubts of their ability that result in lower academic 
performance.  Rather it is students’ perceptions of potentially experiencing 
externally imposed stereotypes in the school environment that threaten students’ 
confidence, making them vulnerable to decreased academic achievement.  
As research has demonstrated a positive correlation between racial 
identity and self-efficacy (Witherspoon, Speight, & Thomas, 1997), researchers 
suggest that in order for students of color to feel like they belong academically 
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and culturally, schools must increase their opportunities for peer support 
(Cooper & Datnow, 2000), offer students of color “the context for equal access 
and participation, thereby enabling students of color to function as operational 
citizens of the school polity” (DeCuir-Gunby, Taliaferro, & Greenfield, 2009, p. 
198), as well as promote adolescents’ resilience by supporting their development 
of racial pride and positive racial identity (DeCuir-Gunby, Martin, & Cooper, 
2012).  In order to do so, Tatum (1997) suggests that schools in which adolescent 
students of color are the minority promote opportunities for students of color to 
meet and be a support system for each other.  She states that providing time for 
students of color to discuss “the unique situation facing Black adolescents in 
White communities helps to expand the definition of what it means to be Black 
and increases intragroup acceptance at a time when that is quite important” (p. 
69).  In addition to affinity group support, teachers can also support students of 
color in their classrooms by encouraging students of different races and 
ethnicities to work together.  Noguera (2006) suggests that teachers integrate 
their classrooms so students of different racial identities interact with each other, 
encourage students to participate in a variety of extracurricular activities, and 
implement a culturally sensitive curriculum.  Adolescents need to feel they 
belong at school, as a sense of belonging is crucial for the healthy identity 
development for all adolescents (Erikson, 1968). 
To promote a sense of belonging, EA advisors might consider the efficacy 
(Bandura, 1995) and racial identity (Steele, 1995) scholarship.  Advisors should 
encourage students to share meaningful highlights during Highs and Lows to 
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support efficacy development and work toward decreasing the possibility 
students will experience stereotype threat.  For racial identity development in 
particular, and efficacy development broadly, it is important for schools to pay 
acute attention creating a climate and culture in which all students feel they 
belong. 
EA Students’ Decreases in Mean Scores  
 Pre-post survey results from paired samples t-tests revealed that EA 
students’ mean scores on the problem solving behaviors, intrinsic motivation, 
and sense of community measures all significantly decreased from the beginning 
of the academic year to the end.  As described in Chapter 3, the problem solving 
behaviors construct asked students to respond to statements such as “I know 
where to go for help with a problem” and “I work out my problems by talking or 
writing about them.”  The intrinsic motivation measure included items such as “I 
work hard in school because I experience pleasure and satisfaction in learning 
new things” and “I work hard in school because my studies allow me to continue 
to learn about many things that interest me.”  The community measure included 
statements such as “I feel that students in my class/school care about each other” 
and “I feel connected to others in my class/school.”  There are two possibilities 
that may explain the decreases in scores.   
 First, it is possible that enhanced advisory is ineffective at supporting 
improvement in students’ problem solving behaviors.  There is another finding 
in this study that supports this possibility.  In addition to EA students’ scores 
decreasing on this measure over the course of the year, analyses showed that 
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there was no difference on problem solving behaviors mean scores between 
students in EA compared to students in TA.  In other words, after one year of 
enhanced advisory, students did not indicate a difference on their problem 
solving behaviors compared to their peers who were in traditional advisory.   
 A second possibility to explain the decrease in mean scores is that 
students at the time of the pre-test, at the beginning of the academic year, were 
operating under different frames of reference than they were at post-test, at the 
end of the school year.  At the beginning of the year, students may have 
responded to items overly optimistically.  At the time of the pre-survey, which 
was implemented within three weeks of the beginning of the school year, it is 
possible that ninth grade students, feeling confident and excited about beginning 
a highly competitive, highly regarded high school, may have been susceptible to 
beginning of the school year optimism.  Alternatively, at the time of the post-
survey at the end of the academic year, students may have been impacted by 
“reference bias” (West et al., 2014), the extent to which responses on surveys are 
influenced by one’s context and/or internalized standards of comparison.  Over 
the course of the year, students were exposed to and learned to exist in a highly 
demanding school culture and students compared themselves to and competed 
with their peers.  It is plausible that being at CHS for a year may have influenced 
their expectations of themselves, therefore leading to more critical self-reported 
survey responses.  Whether students responded to survey items overly 
optimistically on the pre-survey, or experienced “reference bias” on the post-
survey, or both, it is possible that students’ reference point changed dramatically 
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over the course of the year, which significantly impacted survey results. 
Implications 
Implications for educators  
 Positive development of Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, 
and Caring/Compassion is critical for all adolescents’ well being and academic 
success (Lerner & Lerner, 2005).  The findings in this study have implications for 
both educators and researchers.  For educators and practitioners who implement 
advisory programming, the first implication is that well-functioning advisory 
programs exist and it is possible to create and execute a functioning advisory 
program with sufficient time and resources.  Much of the advisory literature 
warns against schools and administrators not providing adequate time, resources, 
training, and coaching to advisors (Burkhardt, 1999; Welsh, 2012).  This study 
shows what might be accomplished when advisors are provided with these 
resources.  While CHS has access to resources most other schools do not, it is 
important for educators and others working to implement school-based 
advisories to know well functioning advisory programs exist and to utilize 
effective and applicable aspects and lessons learned for their own unique 
school’s benefit.  
 The second recommendation for educators is advisory programs should 
continue striving toward developing truly bidirectional, mutually influential 
individual<—>context relations (Lerner & Overton, 2008).  For student<—
>advisor relations, this means that students should not only feel they are “being 
known” (Chhuon & Wallace, 2014) and “cared for” (Noddings, 2005) by their 
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advisors, but also be able to know their advisors.  For student-peer relationships, 
this implies that the quantity and quality of student<—>peer relations should 
increase.   This study suggests that the quantity and quality of peer relations 
would increase if students were encouraged to show their peers empathy and 
encouragement (Chow, Ruhl, & Buhrmester, 2013).  Regularly implementing 
Highs and Lows, or a Highs and Lows-like activity, would create an opportunity 
for students and advisors to engage in all of the above mutually influential 
relations.  The activity provides structure for adolescents to connect, show they 
care about each other, and possibly increase their, or another’s, sense of 
confidence.   
 The third implication for educators implementing advisory programming 
is that attention should be paid to the group component throughout the 
academic year.  Students in EA discussed the importance of enhanced advisory 
at the beginning of the year to meet new people, a finding that is supported 
quantitatively by the high sense of community mean score at the beginning of 
the academic year.  However, by the end of the year, students indicated that 
advisory lacked salience, which is also reflected in students’ sense of community 
at the end of the academic year.  Even with Highs and Lows to potentially 
deepen those relationships, many of the students did not feel connected to the 
individuals in their advisory group and/or have a sense of connectedness to the 
group as a whole.  As researchers have indicated, feeling connected to school 
requires a sense of social belonging (McNeely and Falci, 2004).  Practitioners 
implementing advisory programming should consider how to maintain students’ 
  258 
sense of community and connection throughout the year. 
Implications for research 
 The data from this study suggest four findings that move the research on 
advisory forward.  First, quantitative data suggest that participation in advisory 
can have a variety of developmental outcomes, as characterized by the Five Cs: 
Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and Caring/Compassion.  
Second, interviews with students indicate their desires not only to be known by 
their advisors but also to know them.  Third, student and advisor narratives 
suggest Highs and Lows was a useful mechanism for increasing the quantity and 
quality of peer connections.  Fourth, student narratives also indicate the 
importance of both components of advisory—the advisor-advisee relationship 
and the group component.   
 The present study also furthers the advisory research because it explores 
enhanced advisory and advisory-based relationships through a relational 
developmental lens.  By looking at enhanced advisory through positive youth 
development, findings from this study suggest that positive youth development 
can be promoted in school.  Advisory is an ecological asset, which is to say it is a 
school-based opportunity or resource available to students.  As discussed in 
Chapter 3, CHS administrators recognized their capacity to positively impact 
ninth grade students’ development, asserted their contextual influence and took 
institutional action, and used advisory as its point of entry to support the 
students’ transition into high school and their positive development.  Advisory 
groups were built upon mutually integrated individual<—>context relations 
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(Lerner & Overton, 2008), meaning students and their advisors co-created the 
advisory environment and their relationships with each other.  Enhanced 
advisory—as a group of people and as an environment—coupled with the 
relationships advisors and students created together, supported the ninth grade 
students’ positive development, as characterized by the Five Cs: Competence 
and Character and, especially, Connection, Caring/Compassion, and Confidence.  
As discussed throughout this dissertation, positive development of the Five Cs is 
critical for all adolescents’ well being and academic success (Lerner & Lerner, 
2005).  Moreover, if adolescents develop and embody the Five Cs, then it is 
possible this positive development will result in thriving or the sixth C, 
Contribution.   
 The findings in this study lend credibility to the need for a larger, more 
robust study using the Five Cs to measure the impact of advisory on adolescents’ 
positive development.  As suggested above, it stands to reason that advisory 
may be a viable option to promote positive youth development.  Moreover, the 
Five Cs Model may be an appropriate measure by which to gauge adolescents’ 
positive developmental outcomes as a result of participation in a school-based 
advisory.  Additional research utilizing the scales researchers are developing to 
measure positive youth development (Bowers et al., 2010; Geldhof et al., 2014) is 
important to further understand advisory’s impact on the positive development 
of adolescents.  Using a standardized scale would allow the programs to be 
compared to each other.  In addition to quantitative survey scales, it seems 
important to include grades and/or other measures of academic achievement in 
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analyses.  Doing so would leverage the Competence C, making the results within 
the Competence construct more robust.  Furthermore, it would be greatly 
beneficial to conduct a longitudinal study to investigate advisory’s impact on the 
sixth C, Contribution. 
 Advisors who participated in this study experienced pre-program training 
and coaching throughout the year and received time to fulfill their advising 
responsibilities, which seems extraordinary based on the current advisory 
literature (Imbimbo, Morgan, & Plaza, 2009; Walloff, 2011; Welsh, 2012).  Further 
research on advisory programs that offer adequate training and coaching to 
advisors is also recommended.  Specifically, it would be useful to collect 
quantitative and qualitative data on advisors’ perceptions and experiences of 
their training and coaching, as well as their advising behaviors and perceptions 
of their skill sets.  Greater insight into advisors’ perceptions of their training and 
advising abilities and behaviors and how those perceptions are correlated with 
student development would be useful to explore the effectiveness of the training 
and coaching advisors receive. 
 Finally, this study illustrated the necessity for the group component of 
advisory not only because it served as an opportunity for all students to connect 
with their peers, but especially because it was an opportunity for students who 
felt disconnected from their advisors to connect to and receive support from their 
peers.  It was also a setting in which Highs and Lows could be implemented, 
which may have potentially deepened many students’ connections with each 
other.  While a body of research exists on the influence of school connectedness 
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on attitudinal and behavioral outcomes (Blum, 2005; McNeely & Falci, 2009), 
there is not yet scholarship on the impact peer relationships have on aspects of 
adolescent development such as Confidence and Competence.  More research on 
specific school-based tools, strategies, and/or mechanisms for increasing 
students’ connection to each other is important to further understand the 
possible effects of using this type of activity. 
Limitations 
 As noted in Chapter 3, Collegiate High School (CHS) is a unique 
educational institution.  It is one of California’s most highly selective, 
academically rigorous elite independent high schools and offers a very specific 
type of learning environment.  While it is composed of a diverse student body 
from a variety of racial, ethnic, religious, and economic backgrounds and 
students of color make up approximately 40% of the student body, it is quite 
small with less than 400 total students.  In addition, CHS has access to 
extraordinary resources.  As a result of the nature of the school, the findings of 
this study may not be generalizable to students attending more traditional high 
schools. 
 A second limitation to this study involves the student sample.  As 
described in Chapter 3, the survey tool was administered to TA students in 
Spring 2012 during school in their advisory groups, which yielded a 100% 
response rate (n = 96).  In comparison, students in enhanced advisory completed 
the Spring 2013 survey tool on their own time after school, which yielded a 
response rate of approximately 60% (n = 55).  By not asking students to complete 
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the survey tool during enhanced advisory, there may be unaccounted for 
differences between the group of students who self-selected to complete the 
survey and the TA student cohort that are not captured by demographic variable 
items in the survey tool.  Additionally, one fifth of the 55 participating EA 
students did not provide their demographic information.  Therefore, results from 
independent samples t-tests and OLS regressions may have been strengthened 
by a) more equal group sizes and b) higher response rate to questions on 
demographic variables.    
 Perhaps the most significant limitation to this study is its research design, 
which limited this study’s capacity to utilize a more comprehensive data 
collection process.  This impacted the study in three distinct ways.  First, 
Collegiate High School commissioned the program evaluation project in the 
middle of the 2011–12 academic year.  Ideally, the 2011–12 students in traditional 
advisory would have completed a pre-survey, which would have made the 
quantitative data more robust.  While there are no indications pre-test scores for 
each group would have significantly varied (e.g., there were no changes in 
admissions criteria), having these data would have allowed for the opportunity 
to adjust for pre-existing differences between the groups when analyzing the 
data.  However, the school’s timing did not allow the opportunity to collect these 
data.  Second, as discussed in Chapter 2, the data were collected for a program 
evaluation based on the Collegiate High School’s internally developed core 
competencies, and not based on the research questions in this study or positive 
youth development’s Five Cs framework.  As such, the survey tool contained 
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constructs specifically chosen to measure CHS’s core competencies—Integrity, 
Connection, Community, Self Care, Self-Awareness, and Scholarship—and 
interview questions were predominantly focused on the themes of connection 
and relationships.  In order to better support the recommendation that the Five 
Cs Model be applied to in-school developmental support programs, this study 
would have benefitted from a survey tool that was more tailored to fit the Five 
Cs framework and interview questions that inquired into students’ and advisors’ 
experiences regarding each of the Five Cs.  Furthermore, time restraints were 
such that the survey could not be administered an additional year in order to 
investigate longitudinal effects.  A longitudinal study may have allowed for an 
investigation into what extent enhanced advisory impacted students’ sixth C—
Contribution.  Therefore, while the findings from this study are promising, there 
continue to be significant questions about enhanced advisory’s role in fostering 
participating students’ positive development. 
Conclusion 
 This study sought to understand how and to what extent the enhanced 
advisory (EA) program at Collegiate High School (CHS) fostered ninth grade 
students’ development, as characterized by the Five Cs Model of positive youth 
development: Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, and 
Caring/Compassion.  Data from this study suggest four unique findings that 
move forward the research on advisory.  Quantitative data suggest that 
participation in enhanced advisory can support a broad range of positive 
developmental outcomes, as characterized by the Five Cs.  Qualitative data 
  264 
indicate that students desire to know their advisors, that the Highs and Lows 
activity was a useful mechanism for increasing the quantity and quality of peer 
connections, and that both components of advisory, the advisor-student 
relationship and the group component, are important for EA to maximize its 
potential to promote student connectedness. 
 Additionally, this study utilized the Five Cs to measure positive 
development in an in-school context.  To date, the Five Cs Model has been used 
to explore the impact of non-school based youth programs that have an explicit 
development-focused mission on adolescents’ positive development.  This study 
suggests that positive development of youth can be promoted in school and that 
the Five Cs can be used to measure that positive development.  
 This study suggests that positive youth development was encouraged and 
fostered in enhanced advisory.  It illustrated that if the strengths of the 
individual students can be aligned with the healthy growth opportunities within 
the advisory context, then positive functioning can occur.  It also indicated that if 
those strengths do not align, then students fail to benefit from the resources and 
opportunities offered.  Positive functioning is possible when adolescents are 
given opportunities to develop Competence, Confidence, Connection, Character, 
and Caring/Compassion in environments that are attentive to their 
developmental needs. 
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Appendix  A:    Collegiate  High  School  Competencies  
  
Integrity  –  “I  live  a  life  of  integrity”  
   I  balance  my  social  and  academic  responsibilities.  
   I  act  with  integrity  in  all  of  my  interactions.  
   I  take  ownership  of  my  educational  process.  
   I  honor,  appreciate  and  engage  with  people  from  different  backgrounds  and    
cultures.  
   I  recognize  and  seek  to  address  injustice.  
  
Connection  –  “Together  we  work”  
   I  build  and  sustain  friendships.  
   I  have  authentic  relationships  with  people  in  my  communities.  
   I  learn  from  my  peers.  
   I  relate  to  adults  in  appropriate  and  respectful  ways.  
I  have  a  sense  of  who  I  am  in  my  family  and  what  that  means  for  me.  
  
Community  –  “Work  to  build  and  sustain  a  community”  
   I  contribute  positively  to  my  communities  (CHS,  neighborhood,  family,  etc.).  
   I  feel  that  I  have  a  “purpose  larger  than  the  self”.  
   I  feel  proud  of  my  culture.  
   I  know  that  adults  in  the  school  want  me  to  thrive.  
   I  honor,  appreciate  and  care  for  my  physical  surroundings.  
   I  work  to  understand  the  circumstances  and  sensitivities  of  others.  
  
Self  Care  –  “Promise  of  every  student”  
   I  have  a  support  system  in  my  life,  and  I  use  it  effectively.  
   I  am  resilient  in  the  face  of  challenges  and  disappointment.  
   I  take  care  of  myself  emotionally  and  physically.  
   I  know  the  difference  between  healthy  and  unhealthy  behaviors.  
   I  know  how  to  relax  and  have  fun  responsibly.  
   I  have  an  adult  on  campus  that  I  trust  and  can  rely  on.  
   I  have  strategies  for  acknowledging,  understanding  and  responding  to  my  feelings.  
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Self-­‐‑Awareness  –  “Ability  to  engage”  
   I  know  how  to  make  good  decisions.  
   I  am  developing  my  own  values  and  preferences.  
   I  recover,  learn  and  grow  from  my  failures.  
   I  am  willing  to  take  risks  in  order  to  move  beyond  my  comfort  zone.  
   I  feel  confident  in  my  abilities  and  what  I  have  to  contribute.  
   I  have  a  growing  understanding  of  how  I  learn.  
   I  am  cultivating  a  productive  attitude  towards  my  own  development.  
   I  pursue  opportunities  to  gain  independence  and  greater  responsibility.  
   I  am  developing  my  own  voice.  
  
Scholarship  –  “Spirited  pursuit  of  knowledge”  
   I  manage  my  time  effectively.  
   I  organize  my  stuff.  
   I  can  navigate  the  various  operational  expectations  my  teachers  have  of  me.  
   I  study  effectively  for  assessments.  
   I  participate  appropriately  in  various  classroom  settings.  
   I  use  homework  to  learn,  practice,  and  master  material.  
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Appendix  B:  Enhanced  Advisory  Advisor  Role  Description  
  
  
9th  Grade  Advisor  Role  Description  
2012–2013  
  
The  goals  for  this  new  advisory  program  are  as  follows:  
  
-­‐‑  To  create  an  environment  in  which  every  student  is  connected,  engaged,  and  
fully  known,  allowing  each  individual  to  thrive  at  CHS.    
  
-­‐‑  To  intentionally  and  systematically  support  all  students  in  meeting  the  
challenges  of  the  academic  program  they  have  chosen.    
  
-­‐‑  To  insure  that  each  student  graduates  with  well-­‐‑developed  capacities  for  self-­‐‑
awareness,  self-­‐‑care,  compassion  for  others,  and  citizenship—in  college  and  
beyond.    
  
To  achieve  these  goals  advisors  will  be  responsible  for  the  following  areas  over  the  
course  of  a  year.    Advisors  will  receive  support  from  their  “advisor  coach”  who  will  
work  with  them  to  execute  the  following  responsibilities.  
  
Communication  
   Pre-­‐‑CHS  
• Communicate  with  student’s  8th  grade  advisor  (if  possible)  
• Read  admission  file,  get  feedback  from  CHS  Director  of  Admission  
   Parent  Communication  
• Connect  with  parents/guardians  before  school  starts    
• Keep  records  of  all  parent/guardian  contact  
• Connect  with  parents/guardians  regularly  to  share  and  solicit  
feedback  
• Lead  a  parent-­‐‑student-­‐‑advisor  conference  in  fall  and  spring  
Internal  Communication  
• Provide  centralized  communication  about  advisee  
• Communicate  concerns  to  appropriate  person  and  follow-­‐‑up  
• Read  fortnightly  reports  and  communicate  as  needed  
  
One-­‐‑One  Support    
   Establish  regular,  frequent  check-­‐‑ins  with  advisee  to  monitor:  
• Major  assignment  load  
• Attendance  
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• Sports/PE  progress  
• Weekly  engagements  and  major  events  (games,  plays,  assignments)  
• Academic  performance  (via  fortnightlies  and  progress  reports)  
• Organizational  systems  including  iPad  skills  
   Observe  and  interact  with  advisee  in  various  settings  
• In  class,  on  the  field,  on  the  stage,  and  during  co-­‐‑curricular  time  
  
Longer-­‐‑term  goals  for  the  advisor  include  
• Use  core  competencies  as  a  guiding  tool  for  self-­‐‑assessment,  
identifying  priorities  and  a  developmental  action  plan  for  the  advisee  
• Provide  advisee  with  feedback  about  progress,  strengths  and  areas  for  
growth.  
• Discuss  program-­‐‑planning  decisions  when  necessary  
  
Group  Support  
   Homeroom/Learning  Community  
• Provide  a  regular  meeting  structure  for  advisees  that  meets  their  
developmental  needs  
• Use  the  group  to  reinforce  lessons  from  the  co-­‐‑curriculum  as  needed  
• Debrief  and  “decode”  the  CHS  experience  together  
  
Co-­‐‑Curricular  Involvement  
   Participate,  as  appropriate,  with  co-­‐‑curricular  programming  
• Attend  class  as  needed  or  required  by  the  co-­‐‑curricular  teachers    
• Attend  co-­‐‑curricular  outings  (1/semester)  
  
Required  Events  
   Advisors  must  attend  the  following:  
• 9th  Grade  Orientation  
• 9th  Grade  Retreat  (ropes  course)  
• 9th  Grade  Parent-­‐‑Evening  
• Cluster  potluck  
• Monday  at  Mike’s  dinner    
  
Advisor  Professional  Development    
   Summer  training  session    
   Regular  meetings  with  advisor  coach  –  individually  and  as  a  group  
   Work  with  advisor  coach  to  determine  a  personalized  development  plan  
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Appendix  C:  Original  Program  Evaluation  Scales  and  Items  
  
"ʺC"ʺ   Scale   Items  
Competence  
*Problem-­‐‑Solving  
Behaviors    
  
(Hanson  &  Kim,  
2007)  
α  =  .75  
1.    When  I  need  help  I  find  someone  to  talk  with.  
2.    I  know  where  to  go  for  help  with  a  problem.  
3.    I  try  to  work  out  my  problems  by  talking  or  writing  
about  them.  
*Interpersonal  and  
Problem-­‐‑Solving  
Skills    
  
(Moely  et  al.,  2002)  
  
α  =  .80  
1.    I  can  listen  to  other  people’s  opinions.  
2.    I  can  work  cooperatively  with  a  group  of  people.  
3.    I  can  think  logically  in  solving  problems.  
4.    I  can  communicate  well  with  others.  
5.    I  can  successfully  resolve  conflicts  with  others.  
6.    I  can  easily  get  along  with  people.  
7.    I  try  to  find  effective  ways  of  solving  problems.  
8.    When  trying  to  understand  the  position  of  others,  I  try  
to  place  myself  in  their  position.  
9.    I  find  it  easy  to  make  friends.  
10.    I  can  think  analytically  in  solving  problems.  
11.    I  try  to  place  myself  in  the  place  of  others  in  trying  to  
assess  their  current  situation.  
12.    I  tend  to  solve  problems  by  talking  them  out.  
*Intrinsic  
Motivation  to  
Know    
  
(Vallerand  et  al.,  
1992)  
  
α  =.86  
1.    I  work  hard  in  school  because  I  experience  pleasure  
and  satisfaction  while  learning  new  things.  
2.    I  work  hard  in  school  for  the  pleasure  I  experience  
when  I  discover  new  things  never  seen  before.  
3.    I  work  hard  in  school  for  the  pleasure  that  I  experience  
in  broadening  my  knowledge  about  subjects  which  appeal  
to  me.  
4.    I  work  hard  in  school  because  my  studies  allow  me  to  
continue  to  learn  about  many  things  that  interest  me.  
*Extrinsic  
Motivation  
  
(Vallerand  et  al.,  
1992)  
  
α  =  .94  
1.    I  work  hard  in  school  because  without  a  high-­‐‑school  
degree  I  would  not  find  a  high-­‐‑paying  job  later  on.  
2.    I  work  hard  in  school  in  order  to  obtain  a  more  
prestigious  job  later  on.  
3.    I  work  hard  in  school  because  I  want  to  have  "ʺthe  good  
life"ʺ  later  on.  
4.    I  work  hard  in  school  in  order  to  have  a  better  salary  
later  on.  
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"ʺC"ʺ   Scale   Items  
Confidence  
*Personal  
Growth  
Initiative  Scale  
  
(Robitschek,  
1998)  
  
α  =  .84  
1.    I  know  how  to  change  specific  things  that  I  want  to  
change  in  my  life.      
2.    I  have  a  good  sense  of  where  I  am  headed  in  my  life.      
3.    If  I  want  to  change  something  in  my  life,  initiate  the  
transition  process.      
4.    I  can  choose  the  role  that  I  want  to  have  in  a  group.  
5.    I  know  what  I  need  to  do  to  get  started  toward  reaching  
my  goals.      
6.    I  have  a  specific  action  plan  to  help  me  reach  my  goals.      
7.    I  take  charge  of  my  life.      
8.    I  know  what  my  unique  contribution  to  the  world  might  
be.      
9.    I  have  a  plan  for  making  my  life  more  balanced.  
*Resilience  
Scale  Adapted  
  
  
(Wagnild  &  
Young,  1993)  
  
α  =  .86  
1.    I  usually  manage  one  way  or  another.  
2.    I  feel  proud  that  I  have  accomplished  things  in  life.  
3.    I  usually  take  things  in  stride.  
4.    I  am  friends  with  myself.  
5.    I  feel  that  I  can  handle  many  things  at  a  time.  
6.    I  am  determined.  
7.    I  can  get  through  difficult  times  because  I’ve  experienced  
difficulty  before.  
8.    I  have  self-­‐‑discipline.  
9.    I  keep  interested  in  things.  
10.    I  can  usually  find  something  to  laugh  about.  
11.    My  belief  in  myself  gets  me  through  hard  times.  
12.    In  an  emergency,  I’m  someone  people  can  generally  
rely  on.  
13.    My  life  has  meaning.  
14.    When  I’m  in  a  difficult  situation,  I  can  usually  find  my  
way  out  of  it.  
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"ʺC"ʺ   Scale   Items  
Connection  
*Community  
  
(Rovai,  2002)  
  
α  =  .90  
1.    I  feel  that  students  in  cluster  care  about  each  other.  
2.    I  feel  connected  to  others  in  cluster.  
3.    I  do  not  feel  a  spirit  of  community  in  cluster.  
4.    I  feel  that  cluster  is  like  a  family.  
5.    I  feel  isolated  in  cluster.  
6.    I  trust  others  in  cluster.  
7.    I  feel  that  I  can  rely  on  others  in  cluster.  
8.    I  feel  that  members  of  cluster  depend  on  me.  
9.    I  feel  uncertain  about  others  in  cluster.  
10.    I  feel  confident  that  others  will  support  me  in  cluster.  
*Trust  
  
(Flanagan,  
Cumsille,  Gill,  
&  Gallay,  2007)    
α  =  .75  
1.    In  my  school,  there  are  people  I  can  ask  for  help  when  I  
need  it.      
2.    In  my  school,  most  people  try  to  make  this  a  good  place  to  
live.  
3.    In  my  school,  people  trust  each  other.      
4.    In  my  school,  you  can  count  on  others  for  help.  
*Teacher  
Personal  
Support  
(Van  Ryzin,  
Gravely,  &  
Roseth,  2009)    
α  =.78  
1.    My  advisor  really  cares  about  me.      
2.    My  advisor  thinks  it  is  important  to  be  my  friend.      
3.    My  advisor  likes  me  as  much  as  he/she  likes  other  
students.      
4.    My  advisor  cares  about  my  feelings.  
*Teacher  
Academic  
Support  
(Van  Ryzin,  
Gravely,  &  
Roseth,  2009)      
α  =  .78  
  
1.    My  advisor  cares  about  how  much  I  learn.      
2.    My  advisor  likes  to  see  my  work.  
3.    My  advisor  likes  to  help  me  learn.      
4.    My  advisor  wants  me  to  do  my  best  in  schoolwork.  
Intercultural  
Communication    
  
(Morais  &  
Ogden,  2010)  
  
α  =  .61  
1.    I  unconsciously  adapt  my  behavior  and  mannerisms  when  
I  am  interacting  with  people  of  other  cultures.  
2.    I  often  adapt  my  communication  style  to  other  people’s  
cultural  background.      
3.    I  am  able  to  communicate  in  different  ways  with  people  
from  different  cultures.      
4.    I  am  fluent  in  more  than  one  language.  
5.    I  welcome  working  with  people  who  have  different  
cultural  values  than  me.  
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6.    I  am  able  to  mediate  interactions  between  people  of  
different  cultures  by  helping  them  understand  each  other’s  
values  and  practices.  
Cooperation    
and  
Communication    
(Hanson  &  Kim,  
2007)  
α  =  .55  
1.    I  can  work  with  someone  who  has  different  opinions  than  
mine.  
2.    I  enjoy  working  together  with  other  students  my  age.  
3.    I  stand  up  for  myself  without  putting  others  down.  
*Collective  
Efficacy  
Subscale  
  
(Flanagan,  
Cumsille,  Gill  
&  Gallay,  2007)  
α  =  .76  
1.    In  my  school,  most  people  feel  safe.      
2.    In  general,  people  in  my  school  work  together  to  solve  our  
problems.      
3.    In  my  school,  in  general,  people  pull  together  to  help  each  
other.      
4.    In  my  school,  you  can  ask  the  student  government  to  get  a  
problem  solved.  
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"ʺC"ʺ   Scale   Items  
Character  
*Grit  
  
(Duckworth,  
Peterson,  
Matthews,  &  
Kelly,  2007)  
  
α  =  .76  
1.    I  aim  to  be  the  best  in  the  world  at  what  I  do.      
2.    I  often  set  a  goal  but  later  choose  to  pursue  a  different  one.      
3.    I  am  diligent.      
4.    Failures  double  my  motivation  to  succeed.      
5.    I  am  ambitious.      
6.    My  interests  are  consistent  from  year  to  year.  
7.    I  am  doggedly  persistent.  
8.    I  become  interested  in  new  pursuits  every  few  months.  
9.    I  am  not  as  diligent  as  most  people.  
10.    I  finish  whatever  I  begin.  
11.    New  ideas  and  new  projects  sometimes  distract  me  from  
old  ones.      
12.    I  am  a  hard  worker.  
13.    I  have  been  obsessed  with  a  certain  project  for  a  short  
time  but  later  lost  interest.      
14.    I  have  difficulty  maintaining  my  focus  on  projects  that  
take  more  than  a  few  months  to  complete.  
15.    My  interests  change  from  year  to  year.  
16.    Achieving  something  of  lasting  importance  is  the  highest  
goal  in  life.  
17.    I  think  achievement  is  overrated.  
18.    Setbacks  don’t  discourage  me.  
19.    I  am  driven  to  succeed.  
20.    I  have  overcome  setbacks  to  conquer  an  important  
challenge.  
21.    I  do  not  always  finish  what  I  begin.  
22.    I  have  achieved  a  goal  that  took  years  of  work.  
*Ethical  
Identity  
  
(Narvaez,  
Bock  &  
Vaydich,  
2008)  
  
α  =  .89  
1.    I  am  a  good  person  at  home.  
2.    I  am  a  good  person  with  my  friends.  
3.    Being  a  good  person  at  school  is  important  to  me.      
4.    People  at  home  think  I  am  a  good  person.  
5.    I  agree  with  most  of  my  friends  on  what  it  is  to  be  a  good  
person.  
6.    Being  a  good  person  at  home  is  important  to  me.  
7.    I  behave  badly.  
8.    People  at  school  think  I’m  a  good  person.  
9.    I  know  what  it  means  to  be  a  good  person  at  home.  
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Self-­‐‑
Awareness    
(Hanson  &  
Kim,  2007)  
α  =  .54  
1.    There  is  a  purpose  to  my  life.  
2.    I  understand  my  moods  and  feelings.  
3.    I  understand  why  I  do  what  I  do.  
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"ʺC"ʺ   Scale   Items  
Character    
  
(continued)  
*Moral  
Disengagement  
  
(Wangaard,  
2009)  
  
α  =  .82  
1.    It  is  alright  to  cheat  to  help  your  friends.  
2.    Cheating  in  school  is  not  a  big  deal  when  you  consider  
corporate  scandals  in  business  world.  
3.    One  student  should  not  be  blamed  for  cheating  that  was  
started  by  others.  
4.    If  students  have  bad  teachers  they  cannot  be  blamed  for  
cheating.  
5.    If  students  are  not  disciplined  for  cheating,  they  should  
not  be  blamed  for  cheating.  
6.    It  is  alright  to  cheat  when  your  future  happiness  or  
success  is  at  stake.  
7.    It  is  alright  to  cheat  to  keep  your  friends  from  failing.  
*Academic  
Behaviors      
  
(Wangaard,  
2009)  
  
α  =  .82  
1.    By  hand  or  in  person:  Copied  all  or  part  of  another  
student’s  homework  and  submitted  it  as  your  own.  
2.    Using  digital  means  such  as  Instant  Messaging  or  email:  
Copied  all  or  part  of  another  homework  and  submitted  it  as  
your  own.  
3.    From  a  book,  magazine,  or  journal  (not  on  the  Internet):  
Paraphrased  or  copied  a  few  sentences  or  paragraphs  
without  citing  them  in  a  paper  you  submitted.  
4.    From  an  Internet  Website:  Paraphrased  or  copied  a  few  
sentences  or  paragraphs  without  citing  them  in  a  paper  you  
submitted.  
5.    Used  unpermitted  notes  or  textbooks  during  a  test  or  
exam.      
6.    Used  unpermitted  electronic  notes  (stored  in  a  PDA,  
phone  or  calculator)  during  a  test  or  exam.  
7.    From  a  friend  or  another  student:  Copied  from  another’s  
paper  during  a  test  or  exam  with  his  or  her  knowledge.  
8.    Used  digital  technology  such  as  text  messaging  to  
“copy”  or  get  help  from  someone  during  a  test  or  exam.  
9.    Got  questions  or  answers  from  someone  who  has  
already  taken  a  test.  
Caring/  
Compassion  
*Empathy    
  
(Hanson  &  
Kim,  2007)  
α  =  .80  
1.    I  feel  bad  when  someone  gets  their  feelings  hurt.      
2.    I  try  to  understand  what  other  people  go  through.      
3.    I  try  to  understand  what  other  people  feel  and  think.  
*  Denotes  scales  used  in  the  present  study.  
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Appendix  D:  Enhanced  Advisory  Student  Interview  Protocol  
  
Before  beginning  the  interview:    
• Introduce  self  
• Introduce  project  as  study  to  learn  more  about  the  school’s  advising  
program  
• Explain  the  interview  will  last  30  minutes  
• Note  that  the  participant’s  name  will  be  kept  confidential  
• Note  that  the  participant  can  feel  free  to  stop  the  interview  at  any  time  
• Ask  if  there  are  any  additional  questions  
• Ask  for  permission  to  tape  record  
  
1. Tell  me  about  cluster.  
2. What  do  you  talk  about  in  cluster?  
3. Do  you  talk  about  the  core  competencies  (integrity,  communication,  
community,  self-­‐‑awareness,  self-­‐‑care  and  scholarship)?  
4. How  has  cluster  influenced  you?  
5. Has  something  you’ve  talked  about  or  done  in  cluster  affected  the  way  
you  act?  
a. (How  does  (integrity/communication/community/self-­‐‑
awareness/self-­‐‑care/scholarship)  come  up  in  your  life  as  a  student  
at  CHS  on  a  typical  day?)  
6. What  do  you  think  is  the  point  of  cluster?  
7. Is  cluster  important?    Why/not?  
8. Is  cluster  an  important  part  of  CHS  being  CHS?  
9. Do  you  think  having  cluster  affects  your  experience  of  being  a  student  at  
CHS?  
10. Tell  me  what  you  like  about  cluster.      
11. Tell  me  something  you  wish  was  different  about  cluster.  
12. Would  you  recommend  to  friends  that  they  go  to  a  school  where  they  
have  a  cluster,  like  you  have  at  CHS?  
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I’m  interested  in  what  your  advisor  does  well  and  what  you  think  your  advisor  
could  do  better.  
13. First,  who  is  your  advisor?  
14. Tell  me  what  your  advisor  is  like.  
15. What  does  your  advisor  do  well?  
16. (Tell  me  about  an  interaction  you  had  with  your  advisor  that  was  
particularly  helpful.)  
17. (Tell  me  about  what  your  advisor  does  to  set  a  good  example  for  
students.)  
18. What  do  you  wish  your  advisor  would  do  differently?  
  
19. What  is  your  relationship  like  with  other  students  in  your  cluster?  
20. What  are  some  qualities  or  characteristics  of  the  freshman  class?  
21. Do  you  see  a  difference  between  your  class  and  other  classes?      
  
Curious  about  your  experience  with  the  co-­‐‑curricular  program.  
1. Tell  me  about  the  co-­‐‑curricular  program.      
2. How  do  you  think  it’s  affected  you?  
3. How  supportive  is  the  co-­‐‑curricular  staff?  
4. How  supportive  are  the  PAs?  
5. How  important  is  the  co-­‐‑curricular  program  to  CHS  being  itself?  
6. Tell  me  about  how  cluster  and  the  co-­‐‑curricular  program  fit  together.  (Did  
many  of  the  themes  you  talked  about  in  each  overlap?  
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Appendix  E:  Beginning-­‐‑of-­‐‑Year  Enhanced  Advisory  Advisor  Interview  
Protocol  
  
  
1. Tell  me  about  your  overall  impression  of  the  advisor  training.      
  
2. From  what  you  remember,  what  was  the  most  influential  or  helpful  piece  
of  the  advisor  training?    Why?  
  
3. Based  on  the  training,  what  are  the  goals  of  them  advisor  program?  
  
4. What  is  your  perspective  on  why  CHS  has  turned  toward  this  advisory  
model?  
  
5. What  is  your  role  as  advisor?  
  
6. Has  the  advisor  training  impacted  your  teaching  (practice)?  How?  
  
7. What  is  one  aspect  of  being  a  advisor  that  you  have  enjoyed?  
  
8. What  is  one  aspect  of  being  an  advisor  about  which  you  have  felt  
uncertain?  
  
9. Is  there  a  topic  or  conversation  that  would  have  been  helpful  to  have  
during  the  training  that  didn’t?    Recommendation  for  next  training?  
  
10. How  do  the  core  competencies  (integrity,  connection,  community,  self-­‐‑
awareness,  self-­‐‑care  and  scholarship)  fit  in  to  the  support  you  are  
providing  students?  
  
11. How  did  the  students  respond  to  the  survey  they  took  in  class?  
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Appendix  F:  End-­‐‑of-­‐‑Year  Enhanced  Advisory  Advisor  Interview  Protocol  
  
1. Tell  me  about  your  experience  being  an  advisor  this  year.  
2. Tell  me  about  a  situation  where  you  really  enjoyed  being  an  advisor.  
3. Tell  me  about  a  situation  where  being  an  advisor  felt  more  
challenging/frustrating.  
4. How  would  you  describe  your  relationship  with  your  advisees?  
a. Tell  me  about  the  ways  you  get  to  know  your  advisees.  
b. Tell  me  about  how  they  get  to  know  you.  
5. How  do  you  keep  up  with  their  lives  as  the  year  progresses?  
6. How  would  you  describe  the  relationships  of  your  advisees  with  each  
other?  
  
I’m  interested  to  hear  what  you  think  has  been  effective  and  ineffective  in  cluster  
and  for  you  as  an  advisor.  
7. Tell  me  what  CHS’s  goals  are  for  the  EA.  
a. Is  the  EA  effective  in  achieving  those  goals?  
8. Tell  me  about  your  goals  for  your  own  cluster?  
a. How  effective  have  you  been  in  achieving  those  goals?  
b. Tell  me  how  effective  you  are  in  moving  students  towards  goals  
you’ve  set  for  them  individually.  
9. How  important  is  the  EA  to  the  overall  success  of  ninth  graders?  
10. How  has  being  an  advisor  impacted  your  teaching  practice?  
  
Preparation:  
11. How  prepared  did  you  feel  going  into  this  year?  
12. Tell  me  about  the,  the  advisor  coach,  and  how  you  worked  with  her.  
13. What  skills/traits  did  you  develop  this  year  that  made  you  feel  competent  
as  an  advisor?  
a. OR  What  person  or  process  helped  you  feel  more  confident  in  your  
advising  abilities?  
14. Tell  me  about  your  relationships  with  the  other  EA  advisors.  
15. Did  you  feel  emotionally  prepared  to  work  with  other  advisors?  
16. Tell  me  about  the  way  you  work  with  other  advisors.  
17. Tell  me  about  the  collaboration  you  do  together.  
18. What  do  you  feel  hasn’t  worked  well?  
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19. What  has  your  experience  been  like  working  with  advisees’  teachers?  
20. Tell  me  about  how  you’ve  seen  EA  impact  the  way  faculty  interacts  with  
each  other?  
a. Is  there  a  difference  in  how  they  work  together?  
  
Curious  to  know  if  you  think  EA  has  impacted  CHS  as  a  whole.  
21. How  do  you  think  this  ninth  grade  class  is  different  from  other  ninth  
grade  classes  as  a  result  of  the  EA?  
22. If  you  teach  ninth  graders,  have  you  seen  a  difference?  
23. How  do  you  see  it  influencing  the  general  student  body?  Has  the  program  
changed  the  way  in  which  students  relate  to  each  other?  
24. Has  EA  impacted  the  school’s  values?  
25. How  do  you  think  the  admin  has  communicated  the  goals  of  the  new  
advisory  program?  
a. Are  they  accessible  to  and  supportive  of  the  work  you  do?  
26. Is  there  a  difference  in  the  overall  school  climate/environment  as  a  result  
of  this  program?  
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Appendix  G:  Observations  for  CHS  Program  Evaluation  
  
  
Activity/Environment/Setting  
Number  of  
Observations  
Length  of  
Time  
Date/Time  
Traditional  advisory   1   30  min   May  2012  
Staff  meeting   2   45  min  each  
May  2012,  September  
2012  (via  Skype)  
EA  advisor  training  week   -­‐‑   30  hours   August  2012  
Faculty  orientation   -­‐‑   10  hours   August  2012  
Freshman  student  
orientation  
-­‐‑   14  hours   August  2012  
Enhanced  advisory   6   30  min  each  
September  2012,    
March  2013,  April  2013  
EA  advisor-­‐‑advisee  1:1  
meetings  
4  
5-­‐‑10  min  
each  
March  2013,  April  2013  
EA  advisor  cluster   4   1  hour  each   March  2013,  April  2013  
All-­‐‑school  meetings   9   30  min  each  
May  2012,  March  2013,  
April  2013  
Content  classes   6   45  min  each  
September  2012,    
March  2013  
Lunch   10   30  min  each  
May  2012,    
September  2012,    
March  2013,  April  2013  
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Appendix  H:  Student  Code  List  
  
Advisor  
Advisor  academic  support  
Advisor  academic  support  –  course  planning  
Advisor  academic  support  –  organization    
Advisor  academic  support  –  progress  report  reflection  
Advisor  academic  support  –  participation  
Advisor  academic  support  –  study  skills  
Advisor  academic  support  –  talk  to  a  teacher  
Advisor  academic  support  –  time  management       
Advisor  advocates  
Advisor  as  teacher  
Advisor  creates  environment  
Advisor  emotional  support  
Advisor  emotional  support  –  anxiety,  stress  
Advisor  emotional  support  –  asks  how  I’m  doing,  wants  me  to  feel  good  
Advisor  emotional  support  –  encouragement  
Advisor  emotional  support  –  intuits  emotion  
Advisor  emotional  support  –  wants  me  to  succeed  
Advisor  advisor-­‐‑advisee  relationship  
Advisor  advisor-­‐‑advisee  relationship  –  getting  to  know  advisor  
Advisor  advisor-­‐‑advisee  relationship  –  advisor  getting  to  know  me  
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  approachable,  open,  welcoming  
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  cares    
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  comfortable    
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  cool  
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  doesn’t  judge  
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  negative  comments  
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  nice  
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  positive,  good-­‐‑natured  
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  supportive  
Advisor  perceptions  and  traits  of  –  understanding    
Advisor  personal  support  -­‐‑  parents  
Advisor  support  –  follows  up  
Advisor  support  –  no  support  
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Advisor  social  support  
Advisor  social  support  –  don’t  talk  to  advisor  
Advisor  trust  
  
Cluster  
Cluster  academic  support  
Cluster  activities  
Cluster  activities  –  games  
Cluster  activities  –  grade  reflections  
Cluster  activities  –  hang  out,  talk  
Cluster  activities  –  homework  
Cluster  activities  –  Highs  and  Lows  
Cluster  activities  –  snack  
Cluster  confidence  
Cluster  descriptions  –  base,  homeroom,  fallback    
Cluster  descriptions  –  comfortable  
Cluster  descriptions  –  nonjudgmental  
Cluster  descriptions  –  relaxing,  stress-­‐‑free,  fun  
Cluster  descriptions  –  supportive  environment  
Cluster  frequency  –  wants  more  
Cluster  frequency  –  wants  less  
Cluster  group  –  a  good  group  
Cluster  group  –  bonded  
Cluster  group  –  bonded  –  how  bonding  happened  
Cluster  group  –  comfortable  
Cluster  group  –  connection  
Cluster  group  –  connection,  lack  of  
Cluster  group  –  diverse  
Cluster  group  –  diverse,  wouldn’t  have  talked  to  
Cluster  group  –  sense  of  community  
Cluster  group  –  support  
Cluster  individuals  –  don’t  talk  outside  cluster  
Cluster  individuals  –  friendly    
Cluster  individuals  –  friends  
Cluster  individuals  –  fun    
Cluster  individuals  –  get  along  
Cluster  individuals  –  making  friends  
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Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  be  heard  
Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  connection    
Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  express  feelings/emotion  
Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  learn  about  others  
Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  not  alone,  relate  to  or  identify  with  
Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  open,  nonjudgmental  
Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  others  support  you  
Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  reflection    
Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  shallow,  not  deep  or  serious  
Cluster  Highs  and  Lows  –  support  others  
Cluster  skills  –  decision-­‐‑making  
Cluster  skills  –  study  skills,  stress  and  time  management  
Perception  of  ninth  grade  class  
Personal  development  
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Appendix  I:  Advisor  Code  List  
  
Advising  
Advising  one-­‐‑to-­‐‑one  
Advising  advisor-­‐‑advisee  relationship  
Advising  advisor-­‐‑advisee  relationship  –  advisees  getting  to  know  advisor  
Advising  advisor-­‐‑advisee  relationship  –  advisor  getting  to  know  advisees  
Advising  advisor-­‐‑advisee  relationship  –  disconnected,  students  don’t  talk  
Advising  advisor-­‐‑advisee  relationship  –  feeling,  expression  of  caring  
Advising  role  
Advising  role  –  adult  source  for  support  
Advising  role  –  cluster  environment  
Advising  role  –  information,  communication  hub  
Advising  role  –  parents  
Advising  support  
Advising  support  –  academic  support  
Advising  support  –  accountability  
Advising  support  –  advocacy  
Advising  support  –  competencies    
Advising  support  –  emotional  support  
Advising  support  –  grades,  progress  report    
Advising  support  –  listening    
Advising  support  –  non-­‐‑evaluative,  nonjudgmental  
Advising  support  –  organization,  study  skills  
Advising  support  –  personal  support  
Advising  support  –  positive  reinforcement  
Advising  support  –  social  support  
Advising  support  –  talk  to  a  teacher  
Advisor  support  –  advisor-­‐‑advisor  support,  communication  
Advisor  support  –  coaching,  ongoing  
Advisor  support  –  process,  becoming  an  advisor  
Advisor  support  –  summer  training  
Advisor  support  –  want  more  training  on  
Cluster  
Cluster  –  activities  
Cluster  –  advisee  disconnected  
Cluster  –  creating  environment  
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Cluster  –  dynamic  among  advisees  
Cluster  –  organization,  study  skills  
Cluster  –  relaxing  
Cluster  –  Highs  and  Lows  
Cluster  –  structure  
Core  competencies  
Influence  on  teaching  practice  
Own  skills  
Teaching  advisees  
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